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Joon after the meeting of the Ro- 
man Catholics on gth of june of the 
preſent year, the author of the following 
ſheets was requeſted by three of the 
apoſtolical vicars, to prepare an anſwer 
to the two letters, which form the 
ſecond blue book, a diſavowal or revo- 
cation of which had been for ſome 


months earneſtly deſired by all well- 
wiſhers to the catholic cauſe. Fifteen 


hundred copies of thoſe letters, indul- 
triouſly circulated, had ſpread defama- 
tion againſt our prelates throughout 


the Britiſh empire, and the honour of 


Our 


LW] 
our religion clofely connected with 
that of its chief miniſters, loudly called 
for a refutation of the groundleſs char- 
ges advanced againſt them. It was 


judged equally neceſſary, for the pre- 
ſervation of the religion and morals of 
the catholic body, to refute the dange- 
rous maxims and doctrines, with which 
this ſecond blue book is replete, Free 
from perſonal animoſity againſt any 
gentleman of the Committee, the author 
is ſincerely concerned to read their re- 
ſpectable names ſubſcribed to a work, 
of which, ſuch potent reaſons compel | 
him to deſtroy both the principles and 
the arguments. He is convinced that 
many of thoſe gentlemen were not 


competent to paſs a ſound and diſpaſ- 
ſionate judgment on the various ſub- 


jets, which conſtitute the matter of the 
blue 


LW 1 
blue-book ; and if paſſion has extorted 
their ſubſcriptions of it, he truſts that 
cool reflection will one day engage 
them to repair the ſcandal, by a repeal 
of their haſty deed. Though the author 
wrote at the requeſt of the bifhops, and 
conceived himſelf to be (peaking their 
language, yet becauſe he has not had an 
opportunity of ſubmittinghis manuſcript 
to their cenſure and correction, he 
thinks it incumbent upon him, to de- 
clare himſelf ſolely reſponſible for any 
errors or miſtakes, which may be diſco- 


vered in his performance, 
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* late diſſenſions, which have diſtracted 
the body of the Roman Catholics of England, 
originated in a delicate and feeling regard for 
intereſts which of all others moſt powerfully 
engage the human heart. Religion betrayed 
for the ſake of temporal emoluments, and 
civil rights ſacrificed to a falſe ſenſe of reli- 
gion, were the intereſts which ſeverally pro- 

duced a dirett oppoſition between our biſhops 
and our Lay Committee, from whoſe unani- 
mity and mutual confidence the greateſt ad- 
vantages were expected. The wonderful mag- 
nanimity of the legiſlature and of govern- 
ment has indeed ſoftened the regret which we 
felt for the diſagreement of our leaders; and 
as they have generouſly reſpected the princi- 
ples of each party in the general relief which 
they have extended to all, it may be hoped 
B that 
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chat all differences of opinion will now ſubſide, 


and that all will coaleſce in one diſplay of 
gratitude to our rulers, which cannot be bet- 


ter expreſſed than by redoubled application 


to fulfil all the relative duties of citizens and 
of ſubjects. A ſteady practice of the duties 
of our holy religion is undoubtedly requiſite 
to create in us this harmony of mind and heart, 
but it cannot be imagined that religion will 
be reſpected with fincerity, while the guar- 
dians of it are ſuffered to be reviled with 
rancour. Earneſtly was it hoped that the 
fallies of paſſion or ill humour, which oppoſi- 
tion had provoked, would be diſavowed, and 
that the imputations of an angry moment 
againſt our prelates would yield to the better 
ſentiments of returning confidence and re- 
ſpeQ: but unfortunately the authors of them 
have taken no meaſures to cement ſo deſirable 
a coalition; their dreadful proteſt and their 
appeal againſt their biſhops have ſurvived the 


late inviting opportunity of a general meet- 


ing, where they might have been cancelled, 
and they ſtill ſubſiſt in all the fierceneſs of 
exacerbation. To recede from violent mea- 
ſures may be a ſore ſacrifice to violent paſ- 
ſions; but what are paſſions when calm reli- 
gion preſents her train of virtues and ſays, 


that 


L 3 ] 
that charity compriſes them all? A repeal of 
the thundering proteſt would have been a deed 
of charity heroic, it would have obliterated 
the very memory of paſt diviſions, it would 
have precluded the diſagreeable neceſſity of 
cruſhing the ſcandal and counteratting the 
diſmal impreſſions which it may ſtill make 
among the uninformed, whom reſpett for great 
perſonages eaſily leads to an approbation of all 
their actions. A fondneſs for peace, an appre- 
henſion of renewing the cauſes or occaſions 
of recrimination and complaint witheld our 
prelates from the juſt meaſure of ſelf-defence, 
while there was a hope that the bitterneſs of 
the provocation would be ſoftened by a diſ- 
avowal or an apology: but in the preſent ſtate _ 
of our public concerns, while all wiſh to melt 
into harmony and concord, it is conceived 
to be a duty owing to God, to religion, and 
to the catholic body, to remove all grounds 
for ſuſpecting that their biſhops acquieſce in 
the imputations which their forbearance has 
not rejected. Cruel are theſe imputations, 
and if ſelf-defence be always allowable, it 
becomes a duty in biſhops, whoſe integrity 
and reputation are neceſſary for the ſupport 
of that religion, to which they are ever dif- 


poſed to ſacrifice every perſonal intereſt. 
B 2 They 


T 41 


They are juſtified in this by the examples of 
the defenders of the cauſe of God in every 
age, and if they now conſent to the refutation 
of the bitter charges which have been levelled 
againſt them, they conceive that the ſub- 
ſiſtence of ſuch accuſations would neceſſarily 
obſtruct the defirgd harmony among their 
flock, by impairing that reſpe& for their ſpi- 
ritual guides without which charity and reli- 
gion cannot ſubfiſt, 

When the biſhops of eee and Acan- 
thos received their appointment to govern the 
catholic flock in the ſouthern and northern 
diſtricts of this kingdom, they found the 
whole body of Catholics convulſed to its 
very centre by a diſpute upon the lawfulneſs 
of an oath, which was preſſed upon them on 
one ſide by the catholic Committee, and was 
on the other rejected by nearly the whole 
clergy, and had been ſtigmatiſed by the cen- 
ſure of their predeceſſors in office, in con- 
junction with their colleagues the biſhops of 
the weſtern and middle diſtricts. In ſpite 
of their endeavours to exclude this diſtreſſing 
- oath, the bill was brought to the very door of 
Parliament, the Houſe muſt undoubtedly have 
believed the voice of the Committeeto be that 
of all their brethren, the enaQting of the oath 

Was 


Li J. 


was conſidered as unavoidable, and the bulk 
of the Catholics were looking up to their pre- 
lates for direction. The object on which 
they were called to pronounce was doctrinal, 
never were embarraſſed conſciences more in 
need of authoritative guidance, never could 
filence be more criminal than when our 
biſhops uttered the declaration, from which 
the Committee have thought proper to appeal. 
Their character and deputation from the 
chief paſtor qualified them to pronounce with 
authority upon the ſoundneſs of doctrine, 
their decifion coincided with the known ſen. 
timents of their predeceſſors, of all ſurround- 
ing biſhops and eſpecially of the fupreme 
paſtor of the whole church; every mark of 
catholicity enſured the reQtitude of their ſen- 
tence and called for the quiet ſubmiſſion of 
obedience. Painful would be the taſk to re- 
capitulate the doctrinal errors of the oath 
which provoked this exertion of epiſcopal 
vigilance, they have been diſplayed in diffe- 
rent publications“, and hitherto not even an 
attempt has been made to refute the powerful 
proofs which arealledged inthem. The author 
of the letter to the biſhop of Centuriæ has not 


* See Dialogue between &c. and Obſeryations on the 
vath, &c, x 


replied 


: 4 _ 2 — 2 — 
— — — 
— ́Eð3 m ˙ — —U[L— — 


1 
replied to a ſingle argument urged againſt the 
lawfulneſs of the oath, he confines his reaſon- 
ing to external circumſtances foreign to the 
doftrinal matter of the diſputed teſt; all this 
had been -ineffeAually'told in the preceding 
year, and the. inſtryQtor of the biſhop imitates 
thoſe pertinacious diſputants, who in default 
of argument weary out their opponents by a 
perpetual repetition of their own opinions, 
He every where appreciates the condu of 
the Committee from the bare hiſtory of their 
proceedings and the purity of their inten- 
tions, without noticing any argument urged 
againſt the propriety of their meaſures. In- 
tentions muſt be left to the ſearcher of hearts, 
they are neither ſcrutinized nor impeached, 


but as aftions had been blamed and doftrinal 


errors pointed out, it would have become our 
lettex-writer to defend or explain the former, 
to juſtify or acknowledge the latter. Every 
aſſertion in his letter might be granted, and 
the deciſion of the biſhops would ſtill ſubſiſt 
unhurt, amidſt the craſh of ſentences, the roar of 
pamphlets and the war of words. It would till 


be grounded in reaſon and ſanQtioned by au- 


thority, and would conſequently remain un. 


© See the Adgreſz to the Catholics, commonly called 


infringed 


C.o 1 
infringed by that concluding proteſt, which 
calm reaſon and * religion muſt ever 
diſavow-. 

The firſt grievance and ground of 3 
againſt the biſhops (for though the letter be 
inſcribed to the ſingle Biſhop Centuriz, the 
author is ever haunted by the ſpectres of 
three biſhops and addreſſes them jointly) is 
that their Lordſhips ſeem to ſuppole that 
« the oath originated with the Committee.“ * 

Little does it matter whether the proteſta- 
tion and the oath, which was engrafted on it, 
originated with the gentlemen of the Com- 
mittee, or with aliens: not the framers of theſe 
deeds were the ſubjet of the biſhops enquiry, 
but the errors which one of them contained 
were the object of their cenſure. If they 
ſeemed to ſuppoſe this latter to be the offspring 
of the Committee, they aſſumed an opinion 
which was at leaſt generally diffuſed among 
the Catholics of Great Britain, who did not 
conceive that the Committee would diſplay ſuch 
parental fondneſs for a child which was not 


their own. Such overweening partiality is 
ſeldom ſhewn to adoptive children. They 


* See the Committee's letter of Febuary 2. 1791,-to 
the Biſhop of Centuriz, page 1 of the publication com- 
monly called the Second Blue Beek, 


had 
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had palliated its original defects, they had 
ſoftened its moſt diſtorted features, they had 
taught us to view them in the moſt flattering 
light, they had even told us, that the ill- 
conditioned thing was a beauty.“ Every 
| thing about it was wrapt in diſguiſe, its origin, 
its family, its religion were left objects of 
conjetture; it was whiſpered that it was a Ca- 
tholic, but its aſſumed religion was that of 
diſſenting Proteſtants. This artifice was even 
declared by its foſter-fathers to be its principal 
merit, I and while its moſt glaring faults were 
the theme of their warmeſt commendation, 
never could the biſhops ſuſpett what they are 
now told, that the Committee had ſtrove with 
eagerneſs and anxiety to rejett it, and had at 
length unwillingly adopted it, not by choice but 
| by neceſſity. 1 At preſent it is rejedted on 
every fide, like a pariſhnurſeling, it has not 
a father to avow it, and little would it concern 
us to trace it to its true origin, if we were 
not engaged to follow the letter-writer, who 
for the information of the biſhops gives ſome 
account of its pedigree. 


See the firſt Addreſs or Blue Book, per totum. 
+ Ibid. page 2. 
Letter to the Biſhop of Centuriæ, page 2. 
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He firſt informs them that the proteſtation, | 
(chat cauſe of all our woes, ) was received from 
a perſon, * whoſe rank and ſituation brought 
* on an abſolute neceſſity of enquiring he- 
* ther the Catholics would or would not ſign 
it.“ „ We do not conceive that the rank 
and ſituation, however exalted, of any private 
individual could induce the neceſſity of ſuch 
an enquiry. Catholics cannot be bound to 
declare their adoption or their rejection of 
principles aſcribed to them by any individual 
member of the community, even though he 
be a Lord; nor can any fituation that is not 
miniſterial, authoriſe even titled nobility to 
catechiſe Catholics upon ſuch points. This 
is no privilege of the peerage. In ſtating our 
religious and political principles we ſhall ever 
bow to truth, not to names, and as ve ſhall 
ever think ourſelves beſt qualified to pro- 
nounce what we ourſelves believe, we ſhall 
always aſſert our right to rejeft declarations 
and proteſtations which appear diſcordant 
from that truth which is within us, though the 
alien who ſhall preſent them, may be hung 
round with ribbons or ſtudded over with co- 
ronets. Our Committee may beſt 2 


11 Ibid. SS 
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why they paid ſuch implicit deference to fitu- 
ation and rank diveſted of all public. authority, 
but the bulk of Catholics will believe that 
the principles which they obtruded upon us 
were really their own, and their induſtrious 
exertions to obtain ſignatures and to prevent 
examination, ſtrengthened the ſuſpicions of 
many, who already conceived that the habits 
and connettions of the noble reputed author 
of the proteſtation ill qualified him to inter- 
pret the religious and political creeds of the 
Roman catholic body. Our clergy and laity 
abounded with men better able to frame ſuch 
an inſtrument, not one of whom was previ- 
ouſly conſulted; and if merit be aſcribed to 
the ſecretary of the Committee, for having 
faid nothing of the lawfulneſs of it in his 
letter to the Apoſtolical Vicars, ® it is a known 
ſatt, that their emiſſaries employed every poſ- 
ſible argument to huſh ſeruples, and to palliate 
the glaring defeds, which almoſt every ſub- 
ſcriber diſcovered in the deed. F They took 
advantage. of the unwillingneſs of Catholics to 

| impede 


wid. page 3. 
+ The Committee has been peculiarly unhappy in 
compoſers and writers. It is known that their bill, in the 


eſtimation of the beſt judge in * nation, would have 
| diſgraced 


( « ] 
impede the progreſs of public buſineſs, they 
admitted that the inſtrument was incorreQly 
worded, but they afſured us that not the letter 
but the ſpirit would be attended to; they ſur- 
priſed ſignatures from many who too eaſily 
believed their aſſertions © that no oath was 
to enſue.” The pains which were taken to 
furmount the reluctance of the Apoſtolical 
Vicars are no proof of extreme deference and 
attention to them; their unfortunate compli- 
ance with ſuch importunity is rather a proof 
of their extreme deference and attention to the 
Committee. Two of them however retracted 
their ſignatures, and a ſimilar retradtation was 
the vain wiſh of hundreds as ſoon as they 
diſcovered that their proteſtation, contrary to 
previous aſſurances, was to be moulded into 
an oath. They here expetted at leaſt that the 
inaccuracies of the former inſtrument would 
be reformed, and they ſhuddered at the idea 


* Tbid. 

diſgraced a junior clerk in a ſolicitor's office. The choice 
of matter in the proteſtation, which preceded it, would 
diſhonour the youngeſt ſtudent in theology, and the ar- 
rangement, the dition and the grammar of the whole 
inſtrument would diſcredit an uſher in a village ſchool, 
C'eſt fort mal fagotẽ. If this piece muſt be preſerved in 
a muſeum to aſtoniſh poſterity, why is it not bottled on 
the ſhelf of monſtrous fetuſes in the Leverian collection? 
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[ | but the bulk of Catholics will believe that 
the principles which they obtruded upon us 
were really their own, and their induſtrious 
exertions to obtain ſignatures and to prevent 
examination, ſtrengthened the ſuſpicions of ; 
many, who already conceived that the habits i 
and connettions of the noble reputed author 
of the proteſtation ill qualified him to inter- 
pret the religious and political creeds of the 
Roman catholic body. Our clergy and laity 
abounded with men better able to frame ſuch 
an inſtrument, not one of whom was previ- 
ouſly conſulted; and if merit be aſcribed to 
the ſecretary of the Committee, for having 
faid nothing of the lawfulneſs of it in his 
letter to the Apoſtolical Vicars, “ it is a known 
faR, that their emiſſaries employed every poſ- 
ſible argument to huſh ſcruples, and to palliate 
the glaring defeas, which almoſt every ſub- 
ſcriber diſcovered in the deed. F They took 
advantage. of the unwillingneſs of Catholics to 
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impede the progreſs of public buſineſs, they 
admitted that the inſtrument was incorreQly 
worded, but they aſſured us that not the letter 


but the ſpirit would be attended to; they ſur- 
priſed ſignatures from many who too eaſily 
believed their aſſertions © that no oath was 
to enſue.” The pains which were taken to 
furmount the reluRance of the Apoſtolical 
Vicars are no proof of extreme deference and 
attention to them; their unfortunate compli- 
ance with ſuch importunity is rather a proof 
of their extreme deference and attention to the 


Committee. Two of them however retracted 
their ſignatures, and a ſimilar retraQtation was 
the vain wiſh of hundreds as ſoon as they 
diſcovered that their proteſtation, contrary to 
previous aſſurances, was to be moulded into 
an oath. They here expetted at leaſt that the 
inaccuracies of the former inſtrument would 
be reformed, and they ſhuddered at the idea 


I bid. 

diſgraced a junior clerk in a ſolicitor's office. The choice 
of matter in the proteſtation, which preceded it, would 
diſhonour the youngeſt ſtudent in theology, and the ar- 
rangement, the dition and the grammar of the whole 
inſtrument would diſcredit an uſher in a village ſchool, 
C'eſt fort mal fagotẽ. If this piece muſt be preſerved in 
a muſeum to aſtoniſh poſterity, why is it not bottled on 
the ſhelf of monſtrous fetuſes in the Leverian collection? 
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of ſolemnly invoking the name of God, upon 
a form of words, which they had before unwil- 
lingly admitted under adſcititious explana- 
tions. The accuracy and preciſion of ſolemn 
oaths ought to exclude all redundancies, all 
ambiguities of expreſſion, and the plain mean- 
ing of the words muſt alone guide the judg- 
ment of thoſe, who are called to. pronounce 
upon their lawfulneſs. What then was their 
ſurpriſe when they diſcovered, that inſtead of 
.correftions of faulty paſſages, other matter 
more exceptionable was added! What was 
the aſtoniſhment of the northern Apoſtolical 
Vicar, when he firſt found the new oath in a 
news-paper, loaded with new clauſes ſtill more 


foreign from genuine catholicity, ſtill more 


approaching to thaſe principles which we are 
bound to diſavow as falſe! * Little could 
it concern the guardians of our faith to en- 

| quire, 


fhe interpretative meaning of the proteſtation and 
path, has been always inſiſted upon hy the Committee and 
their adherents. The moſt exceptionablę clauſe was that 
which depied the right of any ſpiritual authority or ju- 
riſdiftion to affect or interfere with the eccleſiaſtical 
government of this realm, &c. and the firft Blue Book 
aſſures us, page 6. that nothing is denied by this clauſe 
but a right of temporal legiſlation, or a right to enforce ſpiritual 
Eegillation by temporal meant, The Committee declare that 
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[123 ] 
quire, by whoſe direction or influence theſe 
additional clauſes had been inſerted, and if 
they had wrongly imputed them to the gentle- 
men who ſo vigorouſly defended their pro- 
priety, their judgment would not have been 
raſh, and their miſtake would have been com- 
mon to almoſt every Catholic in the land, 


the firſt men in the kingdom underſtand the propoſition 
in this ſenſe, nay, they have not met a ſingle perſon 
verſed in legal and conſtitutional information, who un- 
derſtands it in any other” /bid. Now the noble author 
of the proteſlation ĩtſelf, whom the Committee certainly Save 
met with, on the th June laſt, expreſſed in the Houſe of 
Peers, the ſenſe in which he conceived that the ſubſcribers 
of that inſtrument had renounced the right of interference of 
which we ſpeak, His Lordſkip afferted, ** that Catholics 
* had ſolemnly diſclaimed the power of the Pope, in every 
e caſe in which it was in oppoſition to the exiſting laws; 
* that they might think themſelves at liberty to follow 
*< the advice of the Pope counſelling them to faft, as Preſ- 
* byterians might follow the advice of foreigners of theis 
« ſe& in ſimilar matters; but when the law ſpoke, they 
* had bound themſelves to obey, and where the catholic 
* church and the Britiſh ſtate were at variance, they had 
« diſclaimed the authority of the former.” Theſe were 
his Lordſhip's words, as recollected by gentlemen who 
heard them. If the clauſe here mentioned had been 
retained in the oath, the penal laws would undoubtedly 
have been enforced againſt thoſe Catholics, who ſhould 
have applied to Rome in ſpiritual cauſes of diſpenſations, 
nominations of biſhops, &c, &c, 
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La 1 
of ſolemnly invoking the name of God, upon 
a form of words, which they had before unwil- 
lingly admitted under adſcititious explana- 
tions. The accuracy and preciſion of ſolemn 
oaths ought to exclude all redundancies, all 
ambiguities of expreſſion, and the plain mean- 
ing of the words muſt alone guide the judg- 
ment of thoſe, who are called to pronounce 
upon their lawfulneſs. What then was their 
ſurpriſe when they diſcovered, that inſtead of 
.correftions of faulty paſſages, other matter 
more exceptionable was added! What was 
the aſtoniſhment of the northern Apoſtolical 
Vicar, when he firſt found the new oath in a 
news-paper, loaded with new clauſes ſtill more 


foreign from genuine catholicity, ſtill more 


approaching to thaſe principles which we are 
bound to diſavow as falſe! * Little could 
It concern the guardians of our faith to en- 

| guire, 


* The interpretative meaning of the proteſtation and 
dath, has been always inſiſted upon hy the Committee and 
their adherents. The maſt exceptionable clauſe was that 
which denied the right of any ſpiritual authority or ju- 
riſdiftion to affect or interfere with the eccleſiaſtical 
government of this realm, &. and the firſt Blue Book 
aſſures us, page 6. that nothing is denied by this clauſe 
but a right of temporal legiſlation, or a right to enforce Spiritual 
Legiſlation by temporal means, The Committee declare that 
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quire, by whoſe direction or influence theſe 
additional clauſes had been inſerted, and if 
they had wrongly imputed them to the gentle- 
men who ſo vigorouſly defended their pro- 
priety, their judgment would not have been 
raſh, and their miſtake would have been com- 
mon to almoſt every Catholic in the land, 


the firſt men in the kingdom underſtand the propoſition 
in this ſenſe, nay, they have not met a ſingle perſon 
verſed in legal and conſtitutional information, who un- 
derſtands it in any other” /bid, Now the noble author 
of the prote/iation itſelf, whom the Committee certainly bave 
met with, on the qth June laſt, expreſſed in the Houſe of 
Peers, the ſenſe in which he conceived that the ſubſcriþers 
of that inſtrument had renounced the right of interference of 
which we ſpeak, His Lordſhip aſſerted, “ that Catholics 
* had ſolemnly diſclaimed the power of the Pope, in every 
e caſe in which it was in oppoſition to the exiſting laws; 
t that they might think themfelves at liberty to follow 
** the advice of the Pope counſelling them to faſt, as Preſ- 
* byterians might follow the advice of foreigners of theis 
*« ſe& in ſimilar matters; but when the law ſpoke, they 
* had bound themſelves to obey, and where the catholic 
** church and the Britiſh ſtate were at variance, they had 
« diſclaimed the authority of the former.” Theſe were 
his Lordſhip's words, as recollected by gentlemen who 
heard them. If the clauſe here mentioned had been 
retained in the oath, the penal laws would undoubtedly 
have been enforced againſt thoſe Catholics, who ſhould 
have applied to Rome in ſpiritual cauſes of diſpenſations, 
nominations of biſhops, &c, &c, | 
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They did not impeach the good intentions of 
the men, whoſe diffidence in the natural jud- 
ges of dottrine they lamented; the face of 
the new teſt called for their diſapprobation, 
and it may now be owned, that their uncaſindfs 
was greatly augmented by certain gloomy ſuſ.. 
picions, which intimated that a ſyſtematical 
attack was meditated againſt the purity of faith. 
Not only the ſchiſmatical doctrines propa- 
gated by ſome of the warmeſt friends or mem- 
bers of the Committee, not only the danger- 
ous contagion of Gallic innovations authoriſ- 
ed theſe furmiſes; they aroſe even from the 
very context of the propoſed oath, which ap- 
peared to confound every ancient principle, 
and to perplex every received idea of catho- 
lic vprightneſs. The leading feature of it was 
a laboured affeCtation to aſſimilate our reli- 


gion to that of the reformed churches, to 


bring it down nearly to the level of proteſtan- 
tiſm. Our name was changed, our tenets were 
diſguiſed, falſe doftrines were wrongly quali- 
fied, and ſome of our unalterable principles 
were abjured. The authors, whoever they 
were, began with deceit, and they ended in 
error. They wrongly imagined, that an aſſum- 
ed garb of proteſtantiſm would entitle Catho- 

| lies 
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lies to conſideration. The Committee fubmit. 
ted at leaſt to adopt the plan, and they had the 
meanneſs to attempt to ſneak-into favour in the 
livery. of Diſſenters. They wanted genero- 
ſity to avow the plain truth, and they thought 
that Parliament was deſtitute of the ſame vir. 
tue. They were miſtaken. Parliament has 
heard the Britiſh Catholics announce their 
true principles without cover or diſguiſe, 
they have rewarded their honeſty, they have 
acknowledged that they are good citizens, 
that their religion is conſiſtent with their duty 


as ſubjeQts, and inſtead of the odious profeſ- 


ſion of diſſenting proteſtantiſm, they have glori- 
ouſly prefcribed to them Ax OPEN ROTES 
SION OF THE ROMAN CATHOLIC RELIGION, 
before they can even be admitted to pledge 
their cordial affection to their king and coun- 
try by the ſolemnity of an oath, —Bleſſed be 
their magnanimity, and if it deſerves our ut- 
moſt gratitude, it is not Jeſs an object worthy 
of our imitation. In their general providence 
over the whole body, in their determination 
to favour a number of meritorious citizens, 
they diſdained to preſcribe partial or captious 
teſts; new-fangled proteſtations and their kin- 


dred oaths diſappeared before the light of 
their 


C26 J 

their fuperior wiſdom, —Ah why are they not 
now buried in eternal oblivion ? why are thoſe 
ſymbols of paſt diſcord poſted up as trophies 
of an imaginary victory, which, if it were even 
real, would be at beſt a melancholy victory o- 
ver brothers? Such poſthumous fondneſs for 
a deceaſed foundling ill accords with the aſ- 
ſurances of our letter-writer, that it was ori- 
ginally adopted on the ſpur of neceſſity by 
thoſe, who in the late meeting have ſtruggled 
to reſcue it from that oblivion, to which poli- 
cy, religion and parliament had conſigned it. 
O let us try to forget that it ever exiſted, let 
us try to excuſe the intentions of 'thoſe who 
reproduced it in the foul ſhape of a now ex- 
ploded oath, but for the credit of our virtuous 
prelates let us flatly deny the aſſertion of our 
letter-writer, who dares to ſay, that this oath 
was *a mere profeſſion of temporal allegi- 
« ance, a mere repetition of the original pro- 
« teſtation *. PO 

It is a grievous imputation to hint that our 
prelates would oppoſe any expreſſion of civil 
allegiance. Their known characters, their 
virtues, their emphatical profeſſions of allegi- 
ance preſented to government diſclaim it; but 
ſince Parliament has acknowledged this truth, 


* Ibid. p. 5. 
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it is needleſs to repel the calumny. Their 
oppoſition to the oath was grounded upon its 
own intrinſic oppoſition to the truths of reli- 
gion, which they knew to be perfectly conſiſt- 
ent with civil allegiance, ſince they enjoin and 
command it; they knew that the unnatural 
explanations under which the proteſtation had 
been recommended could not ſoften the new 
clauſes introduced into the oath, and if the 
letter-writer would complain that the patrons 
of theſe clauſes were charged with an attempt 
to injure religion, * he muſt firſt prove that 
new clauſes were not introduced, and that 
catholic religion was not wounded by them. 
But in ſpite of his aſſertion that the oath was 
a mere repetition of the proteſtation, he has 
unwarily owned © that ſome words were in- 
e ſerted for the purpoſe of avowing our reſo- 
* lution not to diſturb the eccleſiaſtical eſta. 
« bliſhment of the kingdom r.“ The cau- 
tious manner in which this material point is 
preſented diſplays the art, perhaps the artifice 
of the writer ; but it is our buſineſs to prove 
that the added clauſe alone juſtified every re- 
clamation which the biſhops made. 

According to the principle of the proteſta- 
tion, thoſe bad doftrines alone were to be 


*. Ibid, p. 5. 5 + Ibid. p. 4. Jie 
| yo 


nm SA > + le 8 


* 


— 


od * - K. — = — 4 Sa - K of 
— — — — 3 AIP, HITS. 3 


— r 
— 


_ - OOY 
2 
Gert Cr in 


L 18 J 
diſavowed which had been attributed to us. 
Ingenuity would be perplexed to prove that 
Catholics had diſturbed the eccleſiaſtical eſta- 
bliſhment, or that attempts to do it were im- 
puted to them. Catholics were wound round 
with laws which effettually hindered them 
from diſturbing any part of the public polity, 
and inſtead of moleſting their fellow-citizens, 
they had lived two hundred years in continual 
trepidation for their own precarious exiſtence. 
The neceſſity of ſuch a diſavowal may then 
fairly be denied, but the words of the oath 


which expreſs it ſtand forth in direct contra- 


dition to the aflertion of our letter-writer, 
and they are at once an open, a ſolemn renun- 
ciation of a primary principle of that catholic 
religion which our prelates had fo lately pled. 
ged themſelves by oath to maintain. 

O here let us preſs forward to announce a- 
loud the great, the prominent truth of our re- 
ligion which the new peccant clauſe denied ; 
let us proclaim to our liſtening brethren, that 
the ſpiritual authority of the church of Chriſt 
is co-extenſive to that church itſelf; and if 
this church be catholic, then no chriſtian ſoci- 
ety can exiſt over which ſhe has not ſpiritual 
authority, and a right divine of interference. 
All this was denied by the new clauſe, and if 

our 
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our Committee defended it with earneſtneſs 
after having admitted it with reluctance, we 
will conformably to our principle preſume 
their good intention, though we are at a loſs 
to conjetture their motive for diſguiſing their 
religion in the very act of offering a public 
profeſſion of it to the legiſlature. Our pre- 
lates thought that a plain avowal of it would 
have been more conſonant to honour and to 
conſcience, and in their name we here invite 
our brethren of every religious denomination 
to judge, whether the true catholic principle 
on eccleſiaſtical authority is not conſiſtent with 
truth, and conſequently compatible with our 
duty as citizens and as ſubjeds. What is this 
principle ? | 

Far from being afraid of offending our pro- 
teſtant brethren, we will even claim credit for 
our public avowal of it, becauſe they have a 
Tight to know it, and becauſe it will demon- 
ſtrate that conſcience alone withholds us from 
adhering to the eccleſiaſtical eftabliſhment of 
that country which we love beyand any thing 
that is not heaven. We expect even their 
concurrence in the general principle, for we 
have not yet read or converſed with a man of 
learning among, them, who does not admit an 


obligation in every Chriſtian to adhere to the 
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catholic church, and all the religious contro- 


verſy of inore than two centuries may be re- 


duced to this one queſtion, Whether their 


« church or ours is catholic.” If the former 


ſhall ever convince us of the juſtice of her 
claim, we will from that inſtant be her proſe- 
lytes; but in the mean time we may be allow. 
ed to profeſs, that we think a national catholic 
church involves an incongruity, a very contra- 
diction in terms. What then is the principle 
which the new clauſe of the oath ſo ſtrangely 
disfigured ? 

The Church of Chriſt is divine in her ori- 
gin. She is therefore eſſentially one; and if 
one, by the moſt direct of conſequences ſhe 
muſt be catholic, She deſcends from heaven, 
and in her hand ſhe waves the patent of the 
Almighty. She ſhrouds her head in the ſkies, 
and ſhe graſps the earth. The globe is her 
domain. She gathers the ſons of God from 
the four winds. Her authority, whatever it 
be, extends throughout her realm, and this 
realm comprehends all the dwellings of men, 
Barriers of nations fink before her, the webs 
of human laws fly aſunder at her approach, 
God has made this authority univerſal, let not 
preſumptuous man confine it; let not man ſay, 
thus far ſhalt thou proceed, but this region, 
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ve this iſland is withdrawn from thy influence.“ 
Never can the Church relinquiſh her claim to 
inſtru all mankind, ſhe will ever ſend forth 
her miniſters to execute her divine commiſ- 
ſion—they will preach—if the executors of 
human laws draw the ſword—they will ſtill 
preach—they will bow their necks, again they 
will preach—and die. The prieſt who can 
neither preach nor die, is unworthy of the 
ſanQtuary. Thus has religion in every age 
been propagated; and though the benignity 
of our government exempts us from the neceſ- 
fity and dread of theſe bloody combats, yet 
never could our prelates ſubmit to relinquiſh 
the great principle of catholic authority which 
is here laid down, and we are aſtoniſhed to 
be informed that our late prelate of the Lone 
don diſtrict approved the words by which it 
was abandoned, 

** The three eccleſiaſtical members of the 
„ Committee approved the oath *.** The aſ- 
ſumption of eccleſiaſtical members into the 
Committee argues a conſciouſneſs that ſome- 
thing more than temporal intereſts was in agi- 
tation, and it might have been expected that 
theſe gentlemen would be deputed only by the 
free votes of the clergy. They were eleQed 


* Ibid, p. 5. 
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in a mixed aſſembly, attended, as uſual, only 
or principally by their friends “. The body 


of the clergy did not concur to their nomina- 


tion, and few indeed are thoſe clergymen who 
conſider them as the repreſentatives either of 
their perſons or their ſentiments. The clergy 
may have even temporal intereſts to ſupport 
as well as laymen, and in a negotiation for the 
repeal of penal laws principally levelled againſt 
them, their unbiaſſed opinions ought to have 
been heard, the choice of their deputies ſhould 
have been otherwiſe conducted. They were 
concerned to find the two clergymen of the 


* Many Catholics who diſapproved the general tenor 


of the conduct held by the Committee, avoided the annual 


meetings, becauſe they apprehended from the experience 
of others, that they would not be heard, or that they would 
be interrupted. It would ſeem that ſome precautions were 
taken to keep thoſe at a diſtance from whom oppoſition 
was expected. The circular letters of invitation were not 
fent to them. The Secretary of the Committee has aſſured 
us in print, that theſe omen awere nos awving 10 heedleſineſs 
er neglect, but that they were anavoidable, and gave him 
ſenſible martification. In the invitations to the late meeting 
of gth June, the following gentlemen were znawaidably o- 
mitted, Right Rev. Charles Walmeſley, Right Rev. Wil- 
tam Gibſon, RR. William Pilling, John Milner, Robert 
Plowden, Charles Plowden, &c. &c. It is ſaid that let- 
ters of invitation were ſent to /ome of the abave named, 
but tao late for their attendance, 
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Committee ſtand in oppeſition to their body 


and to their prelates; but how can they ad- 
mit that ſuch was the condu of the late re- 
gretted prelate of the London diſtrict? 

It is aſſerted that his approbation of the 
oath was exprefſed in ſtrong terms, * and the 
writer of the ſecond letter declares that it was 


deliberate and decided. We are not indeed au- 


thoriſed to give a poſitive denial to theſe bold 
aſſertions, which the ſilence of the grave ſe- 
cures from our enquiries; but 1t muſt ſtill re- 
main a matter of wonder, that a fact ſo impor- 
tant, ſo deciſive, ſo improbable, ſhould not be 
ſupported by any better proof than what is 
drawn from the minutes of the Committee, in 
which the biſhop's approbation of the oath is 
regiſtered under November 19, 1789, exactly 
one month after the day on which it is notori- 
ous that in conjunction with his three col- 
leagues he had deliberately and decidedly con- 
demned it. The condemnation, though a fact 
of public notoriety, 1s not mentioned in the 
letter; and if we here remind the author of it, 


it is (to uſe his own words) © becauſe ſurely 


te the truth of hiſtory requires, that where the 
«* approbation is ſo emphatically mentioned, 


the remarkable circumſtance of the condem- 


* Ibid. p. 5. PIR 
Natl 
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© nation ſhould not be fogotten.“ Soon after 
the weight of cares and infirmities had ſunk 
the late biſhop to the grave, a report began to 
ſpread that he had approved the oath, but it 
was conſidered as a fiction. Every one who 
had known the biſhop, was acquainted with his 
diſlike of the meaſures which were then pur- 
ſued, and we know the man to whom he ſaid, 
that he had always diſapproved the exiſtence 
of a Committee, and that his motive for ac- 
cepting a ſeat at their board was his hope of 
keeping them within due bounds. In the in- 
terval between his condemnation of the oath 
on 19th October, 1789, and his death on the 
26th of the enſuing January, a falſe report was 
mentioned to him, which ſaid, that the reve- 
rend Mr. Barnard had ſanctioned with his ap- 
probation the grounds on which the moſt 
faulty clauſe in the oath reſted. The biſhop 
denied the truth of this report with an agita- 
tion uncommon to him; and ſaid, that he 
could demonſtrate the falſeneſs of it from the 
papers which then lay before him. Upon this 
occaſion he appeared to hold the oath in the 
greateſt deteſtation. About the ſame time 
the late Biſhop Matthew Gibſon mentioned to 
him a propofal which had been made to con- 
ſult with Mr. Fermor upon the molt proper 
| method 
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method of correcting the condemned oath. 
Biſhop Talbot immediately diſapproved of this 
meaſure, and ſaid, © that for his part he would 
* never conſent to any other oath than that 
* which he had taken,” (in 1778.) As early 
as the year 1787 a reſpettable clergyman 


wrote a ſhort tract againſt the then intended 


operations of the Committee. The biſhop 
thought proper to ſuppreſs it, merely becauſe 
it allowed the expediency of having a Com- 
mittee. We have made enquiries among the 
late Mr. Talbot's moſt habitual and intimate 
friends. They all know that he was an ene- 
my of the oath; but there remains not a word, 
a hint in the recollection of any of them, that 
intimates the ſlighteſt approbation cither of 
the Committee or of their oath. It is equally 
known among the Catholics that the good pre- 
late was ever extremely diffident and back- 
ward in delivering decided opinions on any 
matter whatever, and this part of his character, 
though the reſult of his habitual humility, has 
ſometimes been complained of even by gentle- 
men of the Committee. If the biſhop, in an 
affair of ſuch momentous conſequence, had 
returned the copy of the new-moulded oath 
with a voluntary deliberate and decided declara- 
tion that it contained nothing contrary to faith 

RES - | or 


— 26 J 
or morals, is it probable that ſuch a deciſive 
approbation would have been left flutterifig in 
the air till November 19, 1789? Was there 
neither pen nor ink, nor minute-keeper to re- 
cord it in the moment? If it was deliberate and 
decided, could he have refuſed to ſubſcribe it? 
Would not his ſubſcription have been aſked ? 
We know that in this very interval the writ- 
ten approbation of clergymen was anxiouſly 
defired, and was that of the biſhop deemed of 
no uſe? Eleven prieſts were aſſembled by 
invitation, and they were preſſed to ſign a de- 
claration that the oath was conformable to the 
proteſtation. Their aſſent would have been 
a good foundation for future proceedings; but 
they demurred, and the ſcheme was defeated. 
The alteration of the proteſtation into an oath 
was perhaps the moſt arduous, the moſt deli. 
cate ſtep in the whole buſineſs, and it required 
the utmoſt dexterity to condutt it to the de- 


fired iſſue. If the late Biſhop Talbot, at once 


relinquiſhing his uſual character, declared him- 
ſelf alone competent to pronounce upon this point, 
why did he not officially announce his compe- 
tency and his decifion of the caſe to his anxious 
flock ? If his ſanction of the Committee's mea- 
ſures was the moſt explicit, F what could induce 


„ Ibid. p. 4. + Ibid. p. 5. 
them 
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them to ſmuggle it from the public ? It would 


have gone far to allay the ſcruples of the clergy, 
and probably would have ſurmounted the dif- 
ficulties of the eleven prieſts, whoſe concur- 
rence was ſo earneſtly deſired. Undoubtedly 
the biſhop was competent to pronounce upon 
the caſe; but the three other biſhops were e- 
qually competent and equally intereſted, and 


yet they were not even conſulted by thoſe 


gentlemen, whoſe deference to the biſhops the 
letter-writer equals to that of the moſt docile 
members of Chriſt's church *®. Wruing in the 
name of theſe gentlemen, he artfully fliles the 
deceaſed prelate our b:/hop and our late paſtor, 
as if he had held ſome particular juriſdiction 
more than the other bifhops over a Commit- 
tee who profeſs themſelves to be the repre. 
ſentatives of all the Catholics in the kingdom, 
His juriſdiction was equal to that of bis col. 


leagues, and his fingle opinion, however fixed 


and decided it might be, could not ſuperſede 
the propriety, the neceſſitiy of demanding 
theirs. What can we then think of the boaſt. 
ed approbation of the late reſpeRable prelate? 
Spontaneous deciſions were not in his man- 
ner, but he poſhbly may have been aſked, 
when the oath was yet freſh and young, whe- 
F® Thid. p. 5. | 
E 2 they 
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ther he had diſcovered any thing in it contra- 
ry to faith or morals, and if at that period he 
gave a negative. anſwer to the enquiry, he 
certainly did not foreſee that ſuch an un- 
guarded approbation would be triumphantly 
appealed to after his death, while no notice 


would be taken of his poſterior judicial ſen- 
tence againſt it, pronounced with maturity of 


judgment in conjunction with all his col- 
leagues. The entreaties of gentlemen con- 
cerned induced the good biſhop to ſuſpend 
for a while the publication of his ſentence, 
and if it was prevented by his ſubſequent ill- 
neſs and his lamented death, we cannot on 
this account agree to rank the deceaſed 
prelate among the abettors of an oath, of 
which his laſt given teſtimony was, that it was 
unlawful. 

Another obſervation here occurs. The 
right reverend Dr. Charles Berington aſſiſted 
at the conference of the four biſhops when the 
oath was condemned, and he was undoubtedly 
deſirous to ſave it from cenſure. If he had 
known at that time, that Biſhop Talbot had 
already fully approved the oath, is it poſſible 


that he ſhould not avail himſelf of ſuch a cir- 


cumſtance to ſcreen it from condemnation ? 


If he had known, that Biſhop Talbot's 
appro- 


ge? 
A 


by 7 * 8 
PFAFF RR 
EE 


- , od = 2 * 
* 86 — * — — A. * &.; * © ys . 4 ASA 
Fo 7 ww” 1 * at Pg. b RE 
OT err SR 3 


* 
. 
e 
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approbation of it was even ' ſtrong, delibe- 
rate and deciſive, is it poſſible that he ſhould 
not ſtart at the prelate's inconſiſtency, or at 
leaſt enquire the motives of ſo remarkable a 
change of opinion ? What a ground of argu- 
ment, what a ſcope for eloquence would not a 
man of Mr. Berington's abilities have diſco. 
vered in the ſtrange verſatility of the bithop? 
Dr. Berington did nothing of all this; nay, 
in the evening of the 19th of Od ober he ſpoke 
of the deed of the four biſhops, as if his ſelf 


had perſonally concurred in it.“ I ſubmit 


* my opinion to theirs” were his words heard 
by the R R. William Gibſon, Baniſter and 
Milner. And again alluding to the paſtoral 
letter which had been determined, he added, 
*« You will ſoon ſee what ws have done; in 
« the mean time—ſilence.” This gentleman 
has ſince aſſerted in print, that Biſhop James 
Talbot had ſtrongly, deliberately and deciſively 
approved the. oath, which he heard him con- 
demn. Without impeaching his veracity, we 
hope that he will be able to reconcile theſe 
incongruities which we have diſcovered in 
reaſoning upon a matter of fact, which we 
cannot explore in the darkneſs of the tomb, 
In the mean time we are willing to ſuppoſe 
that the long delay in regiſtering the ſuppo- 
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1 
ſed approbation of the biſhop occaſioned ſome 
groſs miſtake in the keeper of the minutes, 
by which Dr. Berington and our letter-writer 
were equally betrayed into error. 

It is natural in this place to mention the 
reſpectable name of the late Biſhop Talbot's 
ſurviving brother. As we have the happineſs 
to poſſeſs him ſtill among us, and hope to be 
long edified by his virtues and guided by his 
inſtructions, we muſt think it more reaſonable 


to wait for his own declaration upon the pro- 


priety and lawfulneſs of the late oath, than to 
give implicit credit to ſecond-hand reports of 
caſual converſations, which his lordſhip thinks 
proper neither to avow nor to deny. But ad- 
mitting the full force of what our ſtraggling 
tetter-writers report of this reſpeQable pre- 
late, we ſtill think that the abettors of the oath 
have little cauſe ta boaſt of his patronage. 
It is known that he ſigned the proteſtation un- 
der explanations, as all others did; it is /aid 
that he diſcerned no fault or blemiſh in it. It 
is known that he found the oath effentially 
different from the proteſtation; it is /a:d that 
he approved the oath when altered. It is 
known that he formally condemned the oath; 
it is aid that he repented of his condemnation. 
If his lordſhip thought it prudent to utter his 

preſent 
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preſent ſentiments, he would perhaps tell us 
that it is now uſeleſs to enquire into his paſt 
opinions, ſince the generoſity of the legiſlature 
has favoured us with a teſt to which no one 
can take any exception, and which ought to 
unite us all in one common bond of charity 
gratitude and ſteadfaſt loyalty, 

Whatever varieties of opinion circumſtan- 
ces may have produced in his Jordſhip's mind 
at different periods, it 1s certain that he and 
his deceaſed brother concurred with their 
colleagues in the judicial att of condemna- 


tion, and therefore notwithſtanding the prai- 


ſes which their ſuppoſed approbation has me- 
rited from the writers of the two letters, they 
are the very perſons who are reproached by 
them for having declared the oath unlawful 
© without aſſigning one reaſon, without even 
ee pointing out one exceptionable paſſage*.”+ 


Their 


bid. p. 5. 
+ The four apoſtolical Vicars Biſhops Walmeſley, 
James Talbot, Thomas Talbot and Matthew Gibſon had 
communicated to one another their ſentiments in previous 


conferences, and had fully formed their opinion upon the 


oath, before they met at Hammerſmith on 19th October 
1789, to pronounce a definitive ſentence upon it. Biſhop 
Walmeſley the ſenior moved that the oath ſhould be con- 


demned and declared unlawful. His motion was adopted 


by 


2 


- 
* , 
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V 
Their condu® in this matter, which was after- 
wards imitated by the biſhops of Centuriæ and 
Acanthos, was perfectly prudent and ſuited to 
the circumſtances in which they ſtood. They 

knew that their authority was competent to 
pronounce upon the matter in queſtion, and 
they truſted that piety would not conteſt the 


deciſion, The objeQtions againſt the oath 
f 
by the three other biſhops in order of ſeniority, The R. 
Reverend Charles Berington who was preſent interrupted 
the ſenior biſhop by enquiring, if the oath was to be 
condemned without any reaſons for the condemnation 
being aſſigned. Dr. Walmeſley anſwered that this would 
be the ſubject of another motion. He ſoon after ſub- 
mitted it to his colleagues, whether their motives and 
reaſons for the condemnation ſhould be expreſſed ? 
Biſhop James Talbot ſaid, that there was no need of pub- 
liſhing theſe reaſons and that they ought not to be ex- 
prefled in the condemnation. Biſhop Thomas Talbot 
concurred in the ſame opinion, and it was alſo adopted 
by Dr. Gibſon. Then the ſenior biſhop declared that 
he concurred in the opinion of his colleagues, though he 
had wiſhed to publiſh to the Catholics a ſummary of the 
reaſons for which he condemned the oath, He after- 
wards did publiſh theſe reaſons in his own diſtrict. Dur- 
ing theſe conferences Biſhop James Talbot often ſaid 
that his fixed opinion was, that we ought to adhere to the 
oath of 1778, and that he would never take any other. 
At this period there was not even a ſuſpicion that he had 
ever approved any other, Theſe anecdotes are gathered 
from Biſhop Walmeſley's own mouth, 
were 
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them vas doctrinal. The gentlemen of the 
Committee were warmly maintaining the 
ſoundneſs of that doArine which almoſt all the 
clergy reprobated as falſe, and a ſentence pro- 
nounced by competent judges on the deed 
which contained that dottrine, could not fail 
to be a determination in favour of the known 
opinions and arguments of one of the two 
parties. They did not indeed ſpecify the par- 
ticular propoſitions which were faulty, be- 
cauſe in the warmth of the conteſt ſuch a ſpe- 
cification would certainly have engendered 
new reſiſtance and freſh diſputes; but the 
reaſons of the biſhops were univerſally under. 
ſtood to be grounded on the objettions which 
almoſt every Catholic in the land had heard. 
The Committee certainly knew the objeftions 
againſt the oath, and they knew that theſe ob- 
jections were the grounds of the epiſcopal 
cenſure, In the ſame publication in which 
their writers aſſert, that no error, nd excefilions 
able paſſage was pointed out, that no op portunity 
was given them to defend the oath and their own 
condutt ;* in this ſame publication we are told 
in terms dirett that they had printed a fuccin& 
tiſiory in defence of their proceedings, that they 
had publiſhed a flatement of the objeftions made 


* Page 15, 


F 0 


. 

to the oath and their anſwers to them; and to re- 
move all ambiguity they add, that they had re- 
plied to the objeflions taken by the Vicar Apoſto- 
lical of the weſtern diſtri to the oath*. They 
were then acquainted with the errors which at 
leaſt the ſenior biſhop of the weſtern diſtri 
imputed to the oath, they knew that the other 
three biſhops had concurred with him on 19th 
of October 1789 to declare it unlawful, and 
conſequently they knew, that if the biſhop of 
the London diſtri had ever approved it in an 
early ſtage of its exiſtence before it was com- 
municated to the public in Woodfall's Diary 
of 26th June 178g, he had at leaſt in the inter- 
val of four months completely altered his 
ideas; and as neither the date of his ſuppoſed 
approbation is alledged, nor any proof given 
of its exiſtence after the publication in Wood- 
fall's paper, we may be ſuffered to think it a 
diſreſpect to his memory to ſet him up now as 
afriend to an oath, which weall well know that 
he condemned. Something more might have 
been expected from the moſt docile members of 
Chriſt's church. 

Whatever credit the letter-writer allows 
to the Committee for their deference and at- 
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tention to the biſhops in the buſineſs of the 
proteſtation, and for adviſing with the late 
Biſhop Talbot on the admiſſibility of the oath®, 
they certainly knew that two of theſe biſhops 
had eraſed or diſclaimed the haſty and un- 
willing ſignatures which they had applied to 
the ſormer deed, and that all four biſhops had 
i now pronounced againſt the latter. The firſt 
1 ſtep which they took was to defend this very 
oath in a quarto publication, and to exhort 
all their brethren to admit it under explana- 
tions, in defiance of their biſhops; and though 
we ſuſpect not the purity of their intentions, 
we think that ſomething more might have 
been expected from the moſt docile members of 
Chriſt's Church, who certainly muſt conceive 
the deciſion of their prelates on dottrinal mat- 
ters to form a rule of conduct from which it 
is at leaſt dangerous to depart. It may be 
remarked that in this publication dated 
November 25th 1789, not a word is ſaid 
of the approbation of the late biſhop of 
; the London diſtri, no credit is aſſumed 
on the ground of having adviſed with 
him on the oath as finally ſettled*® He was 
then alive, This ground of argument was 
only diſcovered after his deceaſe, 
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It is next alledged that in the meeting of 
| February 1790, oP the Vicar Apoſtolical of 


« the 'weſtern diſtrict was underſtood by all 
« preſent to concede that the oath contained 
*- nothing heretical*,” and in the next ſen- 
tence we are informed that he was under. 
ftood by all-preſent to maintain that the oath 
did contain objectionable and cenſurable (pro- 
bably heretical) paſſages, and that he refuſed 
to point them out to the aſſembly, though re- 
peatedly urged to do it. It is not quite clear, 
from this account what notion the afſembly, 
formed of the biſhop's opinion of the oath, 
nor is this knowledge any way intereſting to 
the cauſe, The letter-writer acknowledgeg 
that the weſtern biſhop denied that he had 
ever made the mentipned conceſſion, and we 
may preſume that his lordſhip beſt knows what 
points. he has maintained and what he hag 
yielded in this cauſe. It were more prudent 
to wait for his death, to ſet him up as a favous 
rer of the oath, At preſent it is well known, 
that excepting the ſingle inſtance of ſigning the 
proteſtation, the miſtake of which he quickly, 
diſcovered, he has ſteadily and uniformly op- 
poſed the oath in every ſtage of its progreſs 


© Thid, P · 6. R 
| | from 


7 


„ | 
Hom: its firſt- appearance in Woodfall's Diary 
to its finak oventhrow in the Houſe of Lords. 
1 He refuſed indeed to ſtate the motives. of his 
*{ fkntence againſt it in the February meeting, 
: and here: the writers of the two letters re- 
3 double their groundleſs complaints: that his 
» objeQians: could not be diſcovered, that no in- 
* feruftion was vouchſafed. But we are informed 
6. in the preceding paragraph that the Comit. 
tee was well acquainted with his objeQtions 
and had already anſwered them. In fact he 
had publiſhed them in two different printed 
letters. of November 2, and December 24, 
35 1789. If they. chen urged him over and over 
os again to point them out, it ſurely could not be 
*Þ from a deſire of acquiring inſtruction. What. 
ever their motive was, the biſhop was too wiſe 
to compromiſe himſelf in a lay aſſembly of his 
opponents, or to expoſe his motives for a ca- 
nonical ſentence on a dottrinal matter to be 
inſulted by a ſhow of lay hands. © Different 
as the conduct of the midland biſhop, who 
© qbjeRedonly to the alteration which related 
„ to the right of the Pope or the Church to 
4 interfere with: the temporal or eccleſiaſtical 
«. government: of: the country as by law eſta- 
de bliſhed, and this being reſtored,” we are 


„ a that he declared he: ſhould no 
e longer 
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* longer have any objection to the oath as it 


« then tood®. We believe that neither the 


midland biſhop nor any Catholic in the nation 
ever wiſhed for any alteration in that part of 
the oath which abjured all right in the Pope 
or Church to interfere in the {emporal govern- 
ment of the country ; but the principal infe- 
rence from the fact as related is, that in the 
judgment of the midland biſhop, and by the 
conceſſion of this careleſs writer, the oath was 
not a mere repetition of the proteſtation, and 
conſequently that this favorite aſſertion ſo 
often, ſo earneſtly repeated is falſe, It were 
well if this were the greateſt of his inconſiſt- 
encies, On this occaſion he pays a tribute of 
reſpe& and veneration to the midland biſhopÞ 


and we are truly glad to find at length one op- 


portunity of concurring and agreeing with him; 
The next ſentence again divides us wide 
aſunder by an inaccurate ſtatement of the 
unanimous vote of thanks which was beſtowed 
upon the Committee for their judicious and able 
exertions. Gentlemen of great reſpeQability 
who were preſent at that meeting have aſſured 
us, that the vote of thanks was not unanimous 


even in an aſſembly which very few opponents 


* Idid. p. 6. + Ibid. P. To 
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of the favorite meaſures attended; they add 
that the vote paſſed upon an explanation given 
from the chair, that judicious exertions meant 
no more than wiſhes and endeavours, and after 
thoſe had been ſtopped from proceeding, who 
endeavoured to ſhew that meaſures could not 
be termed judicious, which involved us in the 
woful dilemma of renouncing our religion or 
forfeiting our allegiance. 

Here the letter-writer cloſes his evidence 
upon the firſt charge againſt the Biſhop of Cen- 
turiæ by an appeal to his candour, whether 
(after ſuch diſtin proofs) “it can be ſaid 
* oreven inſinuated with any degree of truth 
„that the oath originated with the Com- 
« mittee“.““ 

After craving pardon from our readers 
for having preſented to them our re- 
marks upon ſuch a maſs of irrelevant matter, 
we muſt remind them that it was all col- 
lected by our antagoniſt to prove his theſis, 
that the Biſhop of Centuriz and his collegues 


| ſeem to ſuppoſe the oath to have originated 


with the Committee, For our part, we con- 
feſs that we cannot diſcover the logical con- 
nexion between the aſſumptum and the admi- 


'piſtered proofs, and we think that the crime 


* Ibid, p. 7. 
of 
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of . /ceming and ſuppofeng, if it really exiſted, 
might have been demonſtrated more naturally 
from the biſhop's own words. We have ftu. 
died theſe words, and we do not diſcover even 
a hint, a conjecture concerning the author of 
the oath in the whole context of the eneycli- 
cal letter by which it ſtands condemned, and 
from which the concluding appeal is lodged. 
But if the full extent of the charge were ad- 
mitted; if inſtead of ſeeming to ſuppoſe, the 
biſhop had really aſſerted that the oath had 
been framed in the Committee, we ſtill think 
that the fault would have been venial, and we 
entreat our diſpaſſionate readers to pronounce, 
whether even a miſtake of this nature would be 
a confcientious ground for a ſolemn appeal 
from a doQtrinal decifion of three, biſhops, ac- 
companied by a tremendous inyocation of the 
great God of chriſtians, and a formal proteſt 
againſt whatever theſe prelates either have de- 
termined or may hereafter determine in the 
proſecution of a ſpiritual cauſe ? 

The next charge and ground of appeal is, 
that the biſhops cem to ſuppoſe that the Com- 
mitlee folicited the appellation of proteſting ca- 
tholic diſſenters*. 


® Ibid, pages 1. and 12 
After 
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After an attentive peruſal of the encycli- 
tal letter, we can well diſcover that the pre- 
lates diſapprove the appellation of proteſting 
catholic diſſenters, but not a hint that it had 
been ſolicited by the Committee. The noto- 
riety of fatts would have authoriſed the bi- 
ſhops to aſſert that the Committee firſt pro- 
duced that appellation in a petition to Parlia- 
ment, that they warmly approved it and re- 
commended it to the Catholics as an accurate 
and pointed deſcription of perſons profeſſing the 
Roman catholic faith*. Unfortunately for the 
Judgment of the Committee, the biſhops, the 
body of Roman Catholics, and the two Houſes 
of Parliament ventured to differ from them, 
and our unalterable name is confirmed to us 
by the higheſt authority in the land. The 
Committee ſeemed to hold this name in low 
eſteem, and if they did not /olzcit the altera- 
tion of it, at leaſt in their commendations of 
the new invented ſubſtitute they ſo highly 
extolled its efficacy as to declare that the merit 
of the plan which they had ADOPTED reſted prin- 
cipally upon itr. The oath undoubtedly con- 
ſtituted a main part of this plan, and ſince the 
letter-writer ſo earneſtly aſſures us that the 


* Firſt Blue Book, p. 2. + Ibid. 
G Committee 


| 1 1 
Committee never framed the oath, that it was 
impoſed upon them®, we will here conſider their 
term adopted to import in its obvious ſenſe, 
not the freedom of deliberate choice, but 
merely the affiliation of another's iſſue, and 
this our writer tells us was the reſult of neceſ- 
ſity. Certain it 1s however that quickly ena- 
moured of its imaginary beauties, they ſeemed 
to forget that it had been palmed upon them; 
and whereas the merit of the adopted plan reſt- 
ed principally upon a borrowed name, it muſt 
now be allowed, that ſince Parliament has re- 
jected this falſe appellation, the merit of the 
plan remains without ſupport and is utterly 
ſunk to the ground. Catholics certainly pre= 
fer the plan which the legiſlature has ſubſti- 
tuted in its room, and whatever merit it may 
once have claimed, we cannot find that the 
biſhops ever aſcribed or ſeemed to aſcribe to 
the Committee the invention of the ſtrange 
name on which that merit once depended for 
ſupport. Catholies at any rate will hardly al- 
low that the oppoſition of biſhops to a plan, 
which has loſt the principal foundation of its 
merit, can be a conſcientious ground of ap- 
peal from a canonical ſentence of lawful paſ- 
tors in a dottrinal cauſe, 


Letter to Biſhop of Centuriæ, p. 5. Th 
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The next charge and ground of appeal is 
that the biſhops in their encyclical letter men- 
tioned the three proviſoes enatted towards the 
end of the act as a reaſon for pronouncing the 
oath to be unlawful*, 

To aſcertain the truth or falſehood of this 
charge, it is fair to conſult the text of the en- 
cyclical letter which is complained of, and 
here we find that the biſhops declare their diſ- 
approbation of the three proviſoes, but do not 
mention them as a reaſon for pronouncing the 
oath to be unlawful. They have already diſ- 
tinaly pronounced the unlawfulneſs of the 
oath, and beſides the motives which moved 
them to it, they add ex abundant! that there are 
three proviſoes in the bill which have not 
their approbation. The reaſons advanced by 
the letter-writer to prove the lawfulneſs of 
theſe proviſoes are then ſo many ſhafts loſt in 
air. Our ſubmiſſion to them may be conſci- 
entiouſly lawful, and yet the biſhops may have 
had other reaſons to diſapprove them. We 
would willingly allow the lawfulneſs of that 
ſubmiſſion to our letter-writer if he knew how 
to make a ſober uſe of our conceſſion; but 
mark his reaſoning. He immediately infers, 


* Ibid. p. 7. 
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et that neither God nor his church will deem 


e the perſons guilty of hereſy or immorality, 


% who ſhould ſolicit or avail themſelves of a 


e hill in which theſe proviſoes are inſerted#.” 


The concluſion ſeems to run wide of the pre- 


miſes; for if this bill ſhould contain other mat... 


ter injurious to faith or morals, the inſertion 


of three harmleſs clauſes would neither ſecure 


the perſons who ſhould ſolicit or avail them- 
ſelves of it againſt the judgment of God, nor 
yet ſcreen them from the juſt cenſures of the 
church. The affected ſurpriſe of the writer 
at the repetition of the charge of hereſy and 
immorality on the ſcare of theſe proviſoes is 
again a gratuitous alarm without danger. 
The charge is not advanced in any publication 
of the biſhops, and of courſe it is not repeated, 
indeed it is not hinted in the laſt from which 
the appeal is made. It might almoſt be ima- 
gined that in the hurry of buſineſs the gentle. 
men of the Committee applied for once their 
ſignatures upon truſt and credit, | 
Among the proviſoes here ſpoken of there 
was ope relative to what the law calls ſuper- 
ſtitious uſes, and though ſubmiſſion to it be law- 
ful, yet the biſhops diſapproyed it, The tem. 
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poral emoluments of religion, their own and 
their clergy's perſonal intereſts ſeemed to bo 
concerned in it, and perhaps they diſliked 
ſuch a reſtraint upon the free uſe of property, 
perhaps even they ſecretly wiſhed that the 
gentlemen of the Committee had been more 
active to procure a releaſe from this legal 
reſtriction which materially regarded them. 
We can only gueſs at their motives, fince 
they have not told them. We could alſo gueſs 
at thoſe of the Committee for quietly admiting 
that clauſe. 

Another proviſo which the biſhops ven- 
tured to diſapprove, ordained a viſitation of 
miniſters of juſtice in our chapels during the 
time of divine ſervice, and required ſuch offi 
cers to commit to priſon without bail or main» 
prize, every Catholic who ſhould refuſe the 
oath which their ſpiritual ſuperiors had de- 
clared to be inconſiſtent with conſcience. The 


biſhops were not ſo unfeeling as to be in- 


ſenſible of the galling ſmart of this new per- 
ſecution; they ſincerely compaſſioned the 
misfortune of their conſcientious brethren who 
were to endure it; they conceived themſelves 
almoſt authoriſed to raiſe a cry againſt ſuch 
jntolerant cruelty ; but becaufe they knew that 

it 


LS... 
| it is lawful to ſuffer perſecution for juſtice. 
fake, becauſe they foreſaw that the rejection 
| of the unlawful oath would carry with it the 
[! defeat of this hard-hearted clauſe, and were 
[| unwilling to throw the odium of it upon its 
1 real authors; in their great moderation they 
determined to mark it with diſapprobation, 
and in the mean time to direct all their efforts 
againtt the oath which it was contrived to 
| {upport. The friends of the biſhops admired 
their forbearance, the writer of the Blue Book 
wonders that they could difapprove any pro- 
viſo, which the Committee had thought proper 
to approve and adopt. Let the public judge 
between them. We ſhall have occaſion to 
mention this admirable proviſo in another 
place. 5 
The letter-writer next proceeds to his 
fourth charge, which is, that the biſhops 
ſcem to inſinuate that the Catholic Committee 
* have arrogated to themſelves a power and 
« authority to determine on the lawfulneſs of 
* oaths or declarations, or other oaths or in- 
© {truments containing doArinal matters,” and 
he meets this infinuation of the biſhops with a 
poſitive denial of it, and an aſſertion that the 
Committee has never claimed ſuch power. 
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The biſhops* words are here inaccurately 
reported, but the charge is certainly true, and 
we fully admit that the fifth article of theie 
Lordſhips* letter very ſtrongly. jnſinuates, chat 
the Committee have aſſumed an authority to 
determine on the lawfulneſs of at leaſt two 
different inſtruments containing doarinal mat- 
ter. We conceive that the proteſtation and the 
oath anſwer this deſcription, and though one 
of them was pointedly ſtigmatiſed by an epiſ- 
copal cenfure, we have ſeen the gentlemen of 
the Committee maintain the lawfulneſs of it, 


and earneſtly recommend it to their brethren. 


They have maintained the lawfulneſs of pro= 
riouncing an oath, which in direct terms re- 


nounced the power of diſpenling in all ſpiritual 


ties, and diſclaimed the right which the Ca- 
tholic Church aſſumes to interfere by exertions 
of ſpiritual authority in the government of 
a particular church. They have aſſumed to 
themſelves the privilege which belongs exctu- 


ffively to the lawful paſtors of the church, of 


affixing ſpecific qualifications to erroneous 
doarines, and though they have imputed the 
crime of hereſy to a tenet which is not here- 
tical, they have determined that a condemned 
oath, which contains this miſtaken qualifica- 
tion, is conſcientiouſly lawful. Without the 

| participation 


1 
it is lawful to ſuffer perfecution for juſtice. 
fake, becauſe they foreſaw that the rejection 
of the unlawful oath would carry with it the 
defeat of this hard-hearted clauſe, and were 
unwilling to throw the odium of it upon its 
real authors; in their great moderation they 
determined to mark it with diſapprobation, 
and in the mean time to direct all their efforts 
againtt the oath which it was contrived to 
ſupport. The friends of the biſhops admired 
their forbearance, the writer of the Blue Book 
wonders that they could difapprove any pro- 
viſo, which the Committee had thought proper 
to afprove and adopt. Let the public judge 


between them. We ſhall have occahon to 


mention this admirable proviſo in another 
place. 

The letter-writer next proceeds to his 
fourth charge, which is, “ that the biſhops 
* ſeen; to inſinuate that the Catholic Committee 
te have arrogated to themſelves a power and 
© authority to determine on the lawfulneſs of 
* oaths or-declarations, or other oaths or in- 
« fſtruments containing doArinal matters,“ and 
he meets this infinuation of the biſhops with a 
poſitive denial of it, and an aſſertion that the 

Committee has never claimed ſuch power. 
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The biſhops? words are here inaccurately 
reported, but the charge is certainly true, and 
we fully admit that the fifth article of theie 
Lordſhips? letter very ſtrongly. jnſfinuates, chat 
the Committee have aſſumed an authority to 
determine on the lawfulneſs of at leaſt two 
different inſtruments containing doQrinal mat- 
ter. We conceive that the proteſtation and the 
oath anfwer this deſcription, and though one 
of them was pointedly ſtigmatiſed by an epiſ- 
copal cenſure, we have ſeen the gentlemen of 
the Committee maintain the lawfulneſs of it, 
and earneſtly recommend it to their brethren. 


| They have maintained the lawfulneſs of pro- 


nouncing an oath, which in direct terms re- 


nounced the power of diſpenſing in all ſpiritual 


ties, and diſclaimed the right which the Ca- 
tholic Church aſſumesto interfere by exertions 
of ſpiritual authority in the government of 
a particular church. They have aſſumed to 
themſelves the privilege which belongs exclu- 


fively to the lawful paſtors of the church, of 


affixing ſpecific qualifications to erroneous 
doctrines, and though they have imputed the 
crime of hereſy to a tenet which is not here- 
tical, they have determined that a condemned 
oath, which contains this miſtaken qualifica- 


tion, is conſcientiouſly lawful. Without the 
8 participation 
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participation of the biſhops they have negoci- 
ated and adopted terms, * which were to bind 
the conſciences of all Britiſh Catholics, and 
they have maintained the propriety of theſe 
terms, in direct oppoſition to the acknowledged 
judges of doctrine who had condemned them. 
We conceive theſe to be undiſputed facts 
which completely juſtify the inſinuation of the 
biſhops, and the letter-writer does. not even 
attempt to diſprove it. To exculpate the 
gentlemen of the Committee from this heavy 
charge, he indeed alledges two other inſtances 
in which he thinks that the Committee had 
opportunities to interfere in ſpiritual matters, 
and he gives them full credit for their for- 
bearance. 

The firſt is the declaration of the Right 
Honourable Lord Petre, copied from the mi- 
nutes of the Committee of February 19, 1789, 
which does not however agree with the recol- 
lection of gentlemen who were preſent in the 
meeting, in which it is ſuppoſed to have been. 
delivered. Theſe gentlemen. affert that his 
Lordſhip did not mention the inſtance of the 
Committee having deliberated upon the pro- 
priety of converting the Vicars Apoſtolical 


* Firk Blue Book, page 5g. 


into 


— 49 J . 
into dioceſan biſhops, but that he unconditi- 
onally and without exception, declared that he 
Committee never had interfered in matters reli- 
gious concern, and added, that they never would 
do it without the aſſent of the Apoſtolical Vicars. 
We cannot think that this declaration tallies 
with the inſtances which we have alledged, 
and we hope that the letter-writer in his next 
edition, will alter the paſſage in which © he 
« knows it to be impoſſible to adduce one ſin- 
e gle inſtance to ſupport the charge in que- 
, ſtion.“ * He owns that this charge is the moſt 
invidious that could be deviſed, and yet the 
Committee muſt ſtand convicted of it, as long 
as the extent of the power of the church, the 
diſpenſation from oaths, the forgiveneſs of ſins, 
and the hereſy of propofitions ſhall continue to 
be matter of a doctrinal and ſpiritual nature. 

The next proof that the Committee have 
never interfered in ſpiritual matters is, that 
they did not diſtribute certain prayers which 
had been appointed to be ſaid on a day of 
ſolemn thankſgiving. This is an argument 
which logicians might call de non ſupponente. 
In fact, the merit of non-diſtribution, if there 
be any, might be claimed by every perſon who 
did not diſtribute the prayers, and we appre- 


* Ibid. page q, 
H hend 


I 
hend that ſince they were appointed to be 
ſaid, any bookſeller or hawker might have 
diſtributed them without incurring the blame 
of invading eccleſiaſtical authority. 

We have always deplored the misfortune 
of the Committee ia being miſguided by evil 
adviſers, and it is pitiful to obſerve how their 
implicit confidence in theſe men has betrayed 
them into eternal contradittions, which the 
paſſion of the moment has hindered them from 
diſcovering. In no one point has their incon- 
fiderate conduct more expoſed them than 
in the choice of Blue Book makers, who ſeem 
to have been hirelings taken at a venture, and 
labouring through their unplanned and un- 


concerted taſks without any conſideration for 


the credit of their employers. The firſt of 
theſe journeymen gives credit to them for not 
diſtributing prayers, which the door-keeper 
of the chapel might have circulated without 
offence, and the ſecond will give them ſtill 
more credit, for having diftributed two hun- 
dred copies of a publication perfectly ſpiri- 
tual, a ſolemn profeſſion of Catholic faith, * 
though this profeſſion of faith was never au- 
thoriſed by any biſhop, though the author of it 
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L 51 | 
be perfectly unknown, and though it errs in 
that delicate point which is reſerved exclu- 
ſively to epiſcopal authority, the affixing of 
particular qualifications to erroneous doc- 
trines. * The general inſtructions iſſued to 
theſe writers were to give credit to the Com- 
mittee for every thing that had been done, and 
to deny that they had interfered in ſpirituals, 
If the preſs of buſineſs had allowed time to the 
taſk-maſters to review the performances of 
theſe auxiliary traders, they muſt have diſco- 
vered the glaring incongruities into which 
they are betrayed. As they called themſelves 
repreſentatives of the Catholic body, why did 
they not employ upon theſe occaſions of public 
addreſſes, the legal and theological abilities 
which their own body glories to poſſeſs? We 
might then have had at leaſt a plauſible de- 
fence of a bad cauſe. But theſe talents were 


otherwiſe employed. 


It is painful to follow this writer through 
matter ſo little pertinent to the main point in 
debate, and ſince the public conduR& of the 
Committee has been in direct oppoſition 
to the opinions, inſtructions and ſentences 


* It qualifies the depoſing doctrine as impious and 
damnable, | 
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of their biſhops, ſince they publiſhed the 
fatal oath without the advice or approba- 
tion of at leaſt three of their number, and 
maintained its lawfulneſs in ſpite of the con- 
demnation of all four, we muſt beg leave to 
diſregard the aſſurance of our author, that the 
Committee has been at all times ready to co-operate 
with them, * If the biſhops were perſuaded 
that the oath was unlawful, the mandate, by 
which they conceived themſelves bound to 
oppoſe it, ought not to be reviled as defamatory 
without ſome further proof, and ſince they 
witheld it till the oath was on the point of 
being converted into a law, it ſeems equally 
unreaſonable to blame their condutt as prect- 
pitate, F In. anſwer to the enſuing queſtions 
we may venture to ſay that this mandate has 
eſſentially ſerved the cauſe of religion, that it 
has reſcued Britiſh Catholics from the immi- 
nent riſk of renouncing it, and it laid the 
foundation of that ſucceſsful oppoſition to the 
plan adopted by the Committee, which the 
legiſlature has ſanQtioned to the comfort and 
ſatisfaction of every Catholic in the land, f 

Neither 


* Thid. page 9, + Ibid, 
It ought to be univerſally known among Catho- 
lics, that next to the ſweet providence of almighty God, 
which 
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Neither does it appear that a conference of 6 
few minutes * would have prevented the neceſ- 
ſity of this mandate. Such a conference was 
not likely to ſmoothe away all difficulties, 
when the Committee had informed the biſhop 
that the whole buſineſs was taken out of their 
hands, that not one letter was at their command, F 
and that they did not intend to come to town 
till the meeting of Parliament, Such pro. 
craſtination in a moment of criſis does not 
announce any earneſt deſire of amicable nego- 


* Thid. + Ibid, page 10. 

which has diſconcerted the projects of the Committee, we 
owe the adoption of the Iriſh oath which makes us happy 
to the modeſt and religious perſeverance of our biſhops, 
and eſpecially to Right Reverend Doctor Douglas. When 
the bill was in its moſt critical ſtage, an unknown agent, 
retainer or emiſſary of the Committee, wrote an anoe 
nymous letter to the Marquis of Lanſdown, in which 
he preſumed to aſſure that nobleman, that not ten prieſts 
in the nation would object to the oath then before the 
Houſe, This man of mischief, who undertook to anſwer 
for the clergy, would have diſconcerted the favourable 
diſpoſition of the Houſe, if our excellent benefactor the 
Biſhop of St. David's had not produced the paper written 
by Dr. Douglaſs, in which the Iriſh oath was ſo earneſtly 
and forcibly recommended, The conſequent adoption 
of it has ſaved our religion and our loyalty, and it ought 
to enſure an eternal tribute of gratitude from every Ca- 
tholic to the two excellent perſonages here mentioned. 


ciation 


J 
ciation, and though the poſſibility of gin ne. 
gociating neceſſary alterations is aſſerted in 


this letter, it is ſtrongly inſinuated that thoſe 
which the biſhops might require were founded 
on miſconception! and miſapprehenſion, and by 
conſequence were inadmiſſible. Indeed the 
whole conduct of the Committee indicated a 
final reſolution to abide by the oath, which 
they had loudly pronounced to be unobjeftion- 
able, complete and uneguivocal, of which they 
had declared that 4 contained nothing contrary 
to faith, and was even free from every ambigu- 
ity *—The guardians of our faith were in a 
different perſuaſion, the caſe was urgent, the 
time was ſhort, they ſpoke—the legiſlature | 
vouchſafed to hear, and we remain good ſub- 
zetts and catholies. 

We may ſpare ourſelves and our readers 
the trouble of a reply to the remaining part 
of this letter. As it is a mere repetition of 
what has been already refuted, it can deſerve 
no notice till the powerful arguments alledg- 
ed in other publications ſhall have received 
an anſwer. The old quibble of material and 
formal hereſy is again produced, again the 
conſultations of Sorbonne and the opinions 
of lawyers are oppoſed to the doctrinal deci- 


* Firſt blue book, p. 8. 
ſions 
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ſions of our biſhops. We reſpect the princi- 
ples of the learned light of the law whoſe opi- 
nion is inſerted in this place, we entirely 
admit the propriety of exacting an oath of 
fidelity to the ſtate, and we have proved that 
we are willing to yield it. But the learned 
gentleman does not extend his enquiry beyond 
the mere principle ; he aſſumes, inſtead of 
proving, that there is no difference between 
the oath of 1778 and the oath propoſed in 
1791 ; the major of his ſyllogiſm is unexcep- 
tionable, but the. minor being deſtitute of 
proof, we are of courſe authoriſed to deny 
his conſequence. Dodd's hiſtory will ſatisfy 
thoſe who wiſh for ample information con- 
cerning the boaſted deciſion of the Sorboniſts 
in 1680, and in regard of that of their ſucceſ- 
ſors in 1775 we will only remark, that again 
in that year they judged the depoſing doctrine 
to be only materzally, that is, improperly kere- 
tical, and we preſume they would hardly ven- 
ture to repeat even that deciſion in 1791. 

n finiſhing our ſtriftures upon this letter, 
we again entreat our readers to compare it 
with the concluding proteſt and appeal, and 
to conſider before God how far the four char- 
ges exhibited againſt the biſhops with all their 
concomitant proofs can juſtify ſuch an awful 


| in vocation 


— —— - _— _— _ - 
C - — —"— - 1 V 
* P , — On I 


— — 
— 
— IE WE EIS — _ 


et... — em 


— 


+ 1 
invocation of the Deity, in the att of reſiſting 
an authority which the FE acknow= 


tedge to be divine. 

We now proceed to diſcuſs the ſecond letter, 
in which we expected to find a more collected 
force of argumentation, more diſcernment 
in the ſelection of charges, more accuracy in 
deducing ſuch conſequenees as might natu- 


rally converge in the final proteſt and appeal, 


for the ſake of which the whole was written. 
The author is evidently a combatant of a dif- 
ferent character from the former, more vio- 
tent and more inflated he wields more noiſy 


weapons; but as he ſtrikes equally wide of 
his mark, his blows fall equally inefficacious 
to the ground. Sometimes he fights with the 
fame arms of which we have already ftripped 


his affociate, and as theſe are already blunted 
and broken, we need not loſe our time in ſhi- 
vering them to ſmaller fragments. 


His firſt eſſay is in the ſtile of chivalry, to 
boaſt of the titles, qualities and commiſſions. 


of the knights whoſe champion he is, and theſe, 


he tells us, are clergymen and laymen appointed 


in 1787 on the gd day of May to be a Committee, 


who, becauſe the biſhops perſiſt in declaring the 


oath to be unlawful, think it incumbent upon 


them allo on their fide to declare and proteſt 


againſt 
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againſt them x. His aſſociate had already in- 


formed us, that theſe gentlemen of the clergy 
militant did not receive their appointment till 
the 15th day of May 1788, f and as they here 
pretend to enter the liſts with falſe commiſ- 
ſions, we are authoriſed by the laws of war to 
refuſe their challenge, and even to treat them 
as banditti and pirates. But not to inſiſt up- 
on this inaccuracy, it is plain that this de- 
claration alone announces a fixed reſolution 
to admit of no terms of pacification ſhort of 
unconditional ſubmiſſion from thoſe biſhops, 
for whom the Committee ſtill profeſs deference 
and reſpect, | and with whom they are ſo wil- 
ling to co-operate. They prejudge the cauſe 
entirely in their own favour; for if the bi- 
ſhops had originally reaſons to condemn the 
oath (and theſe reaſons have not yet been re- 
futed) the ſame motives mult alſo determine 
them to perſiſt in declaring it to be unlawful ; 
and if theſe reaſons are ſound and valid, they 
muſt undoubtedly convitt thoſe who appeal 
and proteſt againſt them, of injuſtice, violence 
and ſchiſm. If the oath in any point wounded 
catholic dottrine or morals, they would think it 
criminal to contend for its admiſſibility; \ and while 


* Sccond blue book, p. 13. tP.4. f P. 15. {$P.13. 
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at once they diſclaim and aſſume to themſelves 
the excluſive right of judging of the dottrine 
and morality of this oath, they ſpend a quarto 
page in commending their own catholicity and 
their adherence to that church which teaches, 
that doctrinal matters belong excluſively to its 
paſtors, and that their deciſions are obligatory 
upon all its members. They are doing more. 
They are preparing to proteſt before Almigh- 
ty God that the biſhops of the church have no 
right to determine upon dodtrinal matters, and 
already in the outſet of this ſecond letter they 
arraign their own biſhops for aſſuming to them- 
ſelves to inhubit their flocks from taking oaths of 
this deſcription“ . They even venture to 
make Chriſt himſelf an accomplice of their 
rcbellion, and again prejudging the cauſe 
which is at iſſue, they declare on the autho- 
rity of Chriſt that ſubmiſſton to the appointed 
judges is unreaſonable T. Though they never 
judge of ſpiritual things, they pronounce that 
the condutt of theſe authoriſed judges is dif- 
cordant from the prattice of the church, op- 
poſite to the ſpirit of Jeſus Chriſt, deſtitute of 
prudence, meekneſs, conciliation and juſtice; 
ſounding words! but where are the proofs ? 
They are no other than the falſe aſſertions 


P. 14. + P. 15. 
a a borrowed 
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borrowed from the other writer, that the oath 
differed not from the proteſtation, that no ob- 
jectionable clauſes were pointed out, that no 
inſtruction was vouchſafed, that the object of 
condemnation had received the deliberate and 
explicit approbation of the Apoſtolical Vicar, 
by whom we know that it was formally ſtigma- 


tiſed . This rancid tale of Biſhop Talbot's 


approbation deſerves no further notice, nor 
need we loſe time to repeat that the faulty 
clauſes of the oath had long fince been known 
and publicly defended by thoſe very men who 
here again complain that they were not per- 
mitted to explain themſelyes or to defend 
their own conduct. The diſſimilarity of the 


_ oath and the proteſtation in ſenſe and expreſ- 
| fhon has been abundantly demonſtrated; and 


though the latter had been an inſtrument as 
unexceptionable as it really was ambiguous 
and captious, yet it was an unwarrantable pre- 
ſumption in perſons who had diſclaimed the 
Tight of determining on points of dottrine, to 
mould the proteſtation into an oath and to 
negociate with government the terms of this 
oath independently of their biſhops, eſpecially 
as theſe terms were to fetter the conſciences 
of all their brethren, and to take in the whole 
* Ibid, 
I 2 ſubſtance 
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ſubſtance of the ancient teſt which had raiſed 
ſuch a ferment among our anceſtors in the 


days of the firſt James. They ſtill proceeded 


to diſclaim in words and to aſſume in fact 
the right of determining upon dottrine; they 
produced an oath which their brethren ab- 
horred, which their biſhops agreeably to the 
invariable practice of the church condemned, 
and when its deformity was publicly expoſed, 
they threw the odium of it upon government 
which has not found two clauſes in it fit to be 
preſerved. Their language was, that this oath 
was juſt, proper, complete and unambiguous, and 
as the biſhops had not been conſulted in the 
framing of it, ſo their objections to it were 
diſregarded as grounded in miſconception and 
miſtake; they were told that the oath was the 
ultimatum of government, “ and government has 
reprobated this imputed ultimatum in all the 
clauſes which had alarmed the biſhops? zeal 
for the purity of catholic faith. As guardi- 
ans of our religion they warned us that our 
faith was endangered, they inſtructed us that 
laymen have no right to meddle with doctri- 
nal matters, and the laymen who complain 
that no inſtruction was voucſiſaſed , proteſt againſt 
the inſtruction that is given and againſt the 
P. 5. 7 P. 15, 
| authority 
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authority under which it is conveyed. They 
aſſert that the goſpel does not oblige them to ad- 
mit as faith the bare aſſertions of three only of its 
miniſters, * and we anſwer them that the goſ- 
pel commands them to ſubmit to the deciſions 
and inſtruQions of one ſingle epiſcopal mini- 
ſter, if he be lawfully deputed to guide them 
in religion and propound to them the general 
faith of the church, of which he is conſtituted 
on the part of God a living dottor and wit- 
neſs. It is a grievous error to ſay, that God 
and the whole collective body of ihe church alone 
are poſſeſſed of the right of propounding articles 
of belief r. This is the eſſential duty of every 
biſhop in his own department, he is bound to 
propound to us all articles of faith, he is the 
judge deputed to determine what js and what 
is not conformable to goſpel and to the depo- 
ſite of ancient tradition; and, unleſs a ſuperi- 
or authority intervene, it is our duty to liſten 
and ſubmit to him, We know that his word 
does not always eſſentially bear the mark of 
infallible truth, but we have plain and eaſy 
rules to diſcern the rare and melancholy cir. 
cumſtance when we are to deplore the misfor- 
tune of being miſled by our proper authorita- 
tive guide: we need but open our ears, we 
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* Ibid, + Ibid, ; 
ſhall 
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ſhall. hear the voice of ſurrounding biſhops 
equally commiſſioned to preferve and pro- 
pound the truth; we need but interrogate the 
ſupreme Paſtor and Head of all—and ſhame 
be upon thoſe Theologians who dare to aſſert 


_ that in the unity of Chriſt's myſtical body the 
head can have one voice and the limbs ano- 


ther. 

In the caſe actually before us, the very in- 
ſtructions which theſe docile members reject, 
informed them that the determinations of their 
paſtors were fantlioned by a hoſt of other pre- 
lates, and by the firſt prelate of the catholic 
church; but they, ever true to their princi- 
ple of refiſtance, reply, © that theſe oracles 
* are myſterious, that they will not ſubmit to 
* them unleſs they deliver the ſolemn deci- 
* fions of the church and the language of goſ- 
pe! and tradition.” * But here again they 
beg the queſtion in debate; for it has been 
proved to them that the dottrinal errors of 
their oath ſtand condemned by the church, 
and conſequently by tradition or goſpel, their 
lawful paſtors aſſure them of this truth, they 
cite witneſſes unexceptionable of it, and they 
are again anſwered “that they wander from 
* their proper direction, that they are miſta- 
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© ken in their notions and ſtatements of the 
principles of the bill, and of the conduct of 
* its abettors.” * In a word they are told 
that authority muſt be ſet aſide in the decifion 
of a cauſe which authority alone can deter- 
mine, and that nothing ſhall be admitted as 
the language of reaſon, goſpel and tradition, 
but what iſſues from the awful oracle of the 
Committee. Quis conflituit vos judices ? who 


has conſtituted them judges of the faith of 


their brethren ? who has authoriſed them to 


ſuperſede thoſe whom the Holy Ghoſt has 


commiſſioned to govern us? Their champion 
continues this language of inconſiſtency and 
inſult ; he dares to tell the biſhops © that they 
« are unconverſant with the ſubje&s on which 
they pronounce their determinations, that 
* there are contradithons in their opinions 
« and diſagreements among them, and that the 
« irrefragability of their articles and determi- 
< nations may be called in queſtion without 
* incurring the guilt of hereſy, ſchiſm or dif- 
* obedience.” F He again denies their right 
to require ſubmiſſion to their deciſions and 
inſtructions; and to invalidate all eftabliſhed 
authority, he preſumes to demonſtrate from 
the hiſtories of paſt ages, that it is an errone- 


P. 16, + Ibid, 


OUus 


ous maxim to ſubmit to the higheſt eccleſiaſs 
tic authority which 1s acknowledged in the 


country to which we belong “. 

We will not imagine that the writer of theſe 
things is ſo wildly frantic with Gallic mad- 
neſs, as to wiſh the ſubverſion of all regular 
authority for the pleaſure of revelling in a- 
narchy on the ruins of church and tate. 
There are not ſufficient grounds for this ſuſ- 
picion, but the drift of all his extravagancies 
is plainly directed to ſubſtitute the authority 
of his employers to that of the biſhops which 
he explodes. In fact, we find that without 
the ſmalleſt regard for the body of Engliſh 
catholics who wiſh to adhere to ancient max- 
ims, they were required to ſubmit to the dec. 
trinal determinations of thoſe gentlemen un- 
der pain of being excluded from the benefit 
of the ſolicited att; and becauſe the old 
penal laws were a flight puniſhment of ſuch 
diſobedience, a proviſo was inſerted, which 
aggravating cruelty by profanation was de- 
ſigned to drag biſhops, prieſts and their faith- 
ful flocks from the ſanctuary to the goal, if 
they ſhould refuſe to commit perjury by tak- 
ing an oath -which they ſhould believe to be 
unlawful. We have already obſerved that 


_ ® Ibid, + Firſt blue book, p. 4. i 
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the contrivers of this miſchief began by de- 
ceit, and as by their own confeflion they 
meant to deceive government by flipping ſrom 
under the operation of the penal laws, * ſo here 
they ereQ a deſperate inquiſition againſt their 
brethren under the falſe maſk of toleration. 
Deeply was their project laid, and the refine. 
ment of it exceeds the meaſure of laical de. 
pravity. They knew that we ſhould not at 
once renounce our faith, and in the true ſpi- 
rit of innovators they determined to cheat us 
of it. They falſely imputed the old penal 
laws, not to ancient political jealouſies, to the 
ſpirit of the times, to their real cauſes; they 
almoſt perſuaded us that they were enatted on 
account of doarines which our anceſtors held, 
and inſtead of theſe dottrines, they craftily 
preſented to our curſes the eternal principles 
of catholic religion which we can never con- 
ſent to relinquiſh. They would firſt deceive 
us, then infult us for being over-reached, and 
to rivet us down in error they diſplay all the 
terrors of outrageous perſecution. Quis con- 
ſtituit vos judices ? who commiſſioned theſe 
men to judge and to puniſh their brethren? 
Not the ſenate which has deteſted their cru- 


_* Firſt blue book, p. 4. 
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elty, not the church which has given us bi- 
ſhops to be our ſpiritual guides, and has told 
us, that who reſiſts their lawful authority ſub- 
verts that of him who ſent them. 

What is this ſacred authority which this 
writer affeas to honour and labours to under. . 
mine? It may be uſeful to preſent a ſhort 
ſtatement of the general principles of it for 
the inſtruction of many of our community, 
who being unable to recur to the ſources of 
information, are more particularly intereſted 
to know the grounds of that ſacred authority, 
which keeps the bulk of the catholic church 
ſaſe in ſimplicity of faith. In eccleſia catholica 
turbam credendi ſimplicitas tutifſmmam facit. S. 
Aug. contra ep. Manich. c. 4. We under- 
take this the more willingly, becauſe contempt 
of authority is the grand hereſy of the age 
which equally overturns altars and thrones, 
and every attempt to confound rebellious le- 
vellers who mock at that which 1s proved to 
be lawſul, is a ſervice yielded to the eccleſi- 
aſtical or civil community which harbours 
ſuch vipers in its breaſt. Good may event- 
ually ſpring from evil, and, as their unworthy | 
attempt to diſguiſe catholic principles has al- 
ready occaſioned them to be more diffuſed 
and more known, ſo their inſults upon ſpi- 

tual 
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ritual authority afford an opportunity to tell 
the public whereon it is grounded and where- 
in it conſiſts. 

Every ſociety muſt have within it a living 
authority which all its members muſt obey. 
As in political ſocieties the law claims the 
aQtivity of the magiſtrate to ſecure its accom- 
pliſhment, to interpret its difficulties, and to 
puniſh its tranſgreſſors; ſo in the church the 
word of God calls upon the authority of its 
paſtors to declare its dogmas, to explain its 
laws, and to appoint ſpiritual puniſhments for 
delinquents, | 
Without authority there is no law; and if 
God has revealed our articles of belief, he has 
enacted laws to repreſs the extravagancies of 
the mind as well as to check the paſſions of 
the heart. Our mind and heart equally be- 
long to God, and rettitude of faith and purity 
of morals conſtitute all our religion. 

Schiſm and hereſy are nothing but reſiſtance 
againſt this authority, and the very exiſtence 
of theſe evils is a demonſtration of the autho- 
rity for which we contend. 

Contempt of ſpiritual authority has always 
been the fource of divifions among Chriſtians, 
and we cordially embrace the maxim of St. 
Cyprian, Neque enim aliunde hereſes obortæ ſunt 


K 2 aut 


| | 
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aut nata ſchiſmata, quam inde, quod ſacerdoti 
Dei non obtemperatur. Ep. 55, We believe 
with St. Paul, Epheſ. iv. 11, 12. that our Re- 
| deemer's motive in eſtabliſhing ſpiritual au- 
thority was to fix the inconſtancy of the hu- 
man mind 1n the unity of faith, We believe 
that he has appointed doQtors and paſtors, that 
we may not, like infants, become the ſport of 
every gale of error, or be circumvented by 
the craft of deſigning men, who poſſeſs the 
unhappy art of entangling their brethren in 
the mazes of deceit, ut non circumferamur om- 


ni vento doctrinæ, 1N NEQUITIA HOMINUM, 
IN ASTUTIA AD CIRCUMVENTIONEM ER= 
RORIS. 

Great is the misfortune to be deceived by 
authority, ſtill greater is the misfortune to be 
moved by no authority whatever. Auforitate 
quidem decipi miſerum eſt, ſed certe miſerius non 
| moveri. S. Aug. de util. cred. c. 16. n. 34. 
Thoſe who in matter of religion ſubmit to au- 
thority which is not lawful, are in the firſt 
cale, thoſe who follow the ſuggeſtions of their 
= own imagination are in the ſecond, 

As Chriſtians we follow ſcripture. Scrip- 
ture and reaſon concur to make us hear the 
| church of Chriſt, in order to maintain that uni- 
: ty, without which we think that faith is none, 


We 
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cies which announced it and from the mira- 


#, © 
We demonſtrate the exiſtence of authority 
from the divine miſſion of Jeſus Chriſt, as 
we demonſtrate this miſſion from the prophe.. 


cles which accompanied it, all which preceded 
the ſcriptures as faQts precede hiſtories which 
relate them. Authority once eftabliſhed 
eſtabliſhes and inſures the inſpiration of holy: 
ſcripture, and without authority we ſhould not 
believe it to be divine. | 

Theſe divine ſeriptures inform us that di- 


vine authority is conferred: upon paſtors law. 


fully ordained and lawfully ſent, and if the 
exerciſe of ſpiritual authority. be entruſted to 
them, the duty of ſubmiſſion is a precept im- 
poſed upon us. 

There is but one epiſcopacy ſpread through. 
out the multitude of biſhops united together, 
and out of this unity there can be no true 
paſtor. S. Cypr. ep. ad Anton. de Corn. et 
Novat. Whoever communicates not with 
his own biſhop united to the epiſcopal bou 
dy is not a member of the univerſal church, 
and through our biſhop we remain united to 
all catholic churches throughout the world. 

Thoſe who belong to Jeſus Chriſt are unit- 
ed with their biſhop united again with the 
whole church, and thoſe who reſiſt their biſhop 
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by refuſing obedience where it is due belong 
not to jeſus Chriſt, they are the profane. 
Quotquot Dei et Jeſu Chriſti funt, hi ſunt cum 
epiſcopo. S. Ign. ep. ad Philad. n. 3. Oui 
cum epiſcopo non colligit, ſpargit. S. Cypr. 
ep. 33. 

Two powers are eſtabliſned by God to go- 
vern mankind, and he who muſt yield to Cæ- 
far the things which are Czſar's, muſt alſo 
give to God what is due to God. 

- The God of Chriftians is not the God of 


| diſcord but of peace, negare ſeipſum non poteſt, 


God cannot deny himſelf.” 2 Tim. it. 13. 
He requires that theſe two powers mutually 
ſupport each other, and he who reſiſts one in 
its lawful ſphere of action, injures the other 
and counteratts the ordination of the ſupreme 


legiſlator. 
The majeſty of fupreme civil power per- 


vades every thing that belongs to this world, 
and it is the duty of the prieſthood to incul- 
cate ſubmiſſion io it by words and entreaties, 
ſtill more by example. 

The power of the church is exerciſed * 


biſhops, and it is wholly ſpiritual. It conſiſts 


in a divine miſſion to announce the truths of 
religion, to inſtrutt mankind, and conſequent- 


ly to judge of doctrine whether it be or be 


not 


* 

not divine, becauſe otherwiſe the power of 
inſtruction would be futile. It conſiſts more- 
over in a ſpiritual power to bind and unbind, 
to celebrate the euchariſt, to puniſh ſinners 
by ſpiritual penalties, to enaQ- diſciplinarian 
laws, and to renew the miniſtry by ordina- 
tions. 

To reſiſt biſhops in the diſcharge of theſe 
functions is to rebel againſt God. Whoever 
reſiſts the ſpiritual or the civil power in the 
exerciſe of their reſpettive rights, God will 
interrogate him. 

The peace of the church depends upon the 
exatt obſervance of its laws enatted by the 
fpiritual power, and among theſe laws a pri- 
mary ſanction is, that every biſhop muſt go- 
vern his own aſſigned department with cano- 
nical ſubordination to his metropolitan and to 
the ſupreme paſtor, who alone may interfere 
in his concerns and redreſs his evagations 
from general canons, or deviations from the 
purity - of faith. Whatever other perſon pre- 
ſumes to diQtate to biſhops, to intimidate, to 
threaten, to compel biſhops in the diſcharge 
of their epiſcopal functions, ſins againſt the 
peace of Chriſt's church and reſiſts the order 


of Almighty God. 


No 
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No biſhop can exerciſe ſpiritual funttiom 
without an apoſtolical miſſion, and this can be 
derived only from thoſe who have the pleni. 
tude of apofſtleſhip, that is, St. Peter to whom 
it was firſt given, or the college of apoſtles to- 
gether with St. Peter, on whom it was after 
wards conferred. In the preſent diſcipline of 
the church this authority and juriſdition muſt 
be given by the ſucceſſor of Peter, and in 
our principles whoever aſſumes to himſelf the 
honour without being called to it by Peter, 
« enters not by the door, but climbs up ano- 
< ther way.“ | | 
— Theſe are catholic maxims intimately con- 
neQed with the unity and peace of the church, 
and the explanation of them would form an uſe- 
ful inſtruQion in theſe days of innovation and 
ſchiſm. And ſince our ears are wounded by their 
envenomed doctrines, propagated by perſons 
o claim the title of catholic and even counte- 
nanced by members of the ſanctuary, our utmoſt 
wiſh is, that health and indiſpenſable occupa- 
tions may allow ustime and convenience to un- 
fold theſe principles in a more ample diſſerta- 
tion, for the comfort of our catholic brethren 
and the confuſion of thoſe miſguided men, who 
by impugning our ancient rules would lead us 
into the wild maze of modern innovation. 
At 
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At preſent the bare ſtatement of theſe maxima 
ſo teeming with confequences may ſuffice to 
convince every man of ſerious thought, that 
the condutt of the Committee which we have 
hitherto expoſed is utterly incompatible with 
the truth of them, and the proofs on which 
their champion reſts their rebellion againſt 
eſtabliſhed anthority, are as falſe as the prin- 
ciple which they are alledged to ſupport. 

«© The higheſt eccleſiaſtical authority eſta- 
© hliſhed in a country is not to be ſubmitted 
t to. * As well might the writer aſſert, 
that the higheſt civil authority eſtabliſhed in 
a, particular diſtritt deſerves no ſubmiſſion. 
For ſince civil and ſpiritual powers are equal- 
ly emanations of the divine wiſdom, the ſub- 
ordinate juriſdictions, which act under autho- 
rity of thoſe powers which are ſupreme, reſt 
upon the ſame foundation, and equally pro- 
duce their warrant to exert authority and to 
enforce obedience within their reſpective 
ſpheres. If our author does not venture 
openly to apply his pernicious maxim to the 
powers which govern the ſtate, it only proves 
that he dreads the ſword of the active magi(- 
trate more than he fears the cenſures of the 


meek. biſhop. The ſame deteſted maxim 
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which is ſeditious in the ſtate, is ſchiſma- 
tical in the church. In the firſt caſe it is re- 
bellion againſt an authority which God has 
made ſovereign, in the latter it is reſiſtanee 
to an authority which God has made infal. 
lible. Sovereignty in civil concerns, though 
abſolutely fallible, ſuffices to accompliſh the 
end of all human government, becauſe it 
can enaQt laws and can enforce obedience 
to them. In religion ſomething more is 
wanted, For as the buſineſs of religion is 
to ſubdue the pride of human underſtanding 
as well as to regulate the paſſions of the heart, 
a fallible authority could never certify us that 
we do nor err in believing revealed truths 
which we cannot comprehend. Independent- 
ly of infallible authority in our principles we 
could never believe the incarnation of the 
Son of God, we could not be Chriſtians. 
Where this authority ſpeaks, Chriſtians who 
acknowledge it liſten and bow, and whoever 


attempts to invalidate it ſubverts the founda- 


tion of faith. Among catholics the deciſions 
of the church are univerſally acknowledged 
to bear the warrant of infallibility, but our 
noveliſts in religion bend their efforts to per- 
plex and confound her voice. They take ad- 
vantage of the ſuppoſed diſagreement of our 
really unanimous biſhops, they boaſt of au- 
thority 
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thority which they cannot claim, and it there- 
fore concerns every Catholic to know a ſteady 
and unerring rule whereby, even in the diſ- 
cordance of biſhops on dogrinal matters, he 
may eaſily diſcern the real voice of the church 
to which he muſt ſubmit, and diſtinguiſh it 


from the doubtful language of fallible men. 


Let us eſtabliſh this rule. 

If each biſhop in his reſpeRtive d dioceſe be 
appointed by Jeſus Chriſt to rule his flock and 
to give evidence of the truth of dodrine, it is 


an undeniable conſequence that ſubmiſſion is 


due to him, and that his yoice muſt be that of 
truth, at leaſt when he propounds to us dog- 
mas which are already aſcertained by the in- 
fallible authority of the whole church. But 
becauſe in a conteſted point of doftrine not 
yet determined by the whole collective body 
of the church an individual biſhop may be 
ſubje& to miſtake, thoſe who doubt of his de- 


ciſion, will naturally enquire of the ſovereign 


pontiff who poſſeſſes the plenitude of apoſtle- 
ſhip. And becauſe it is a modern faſhion to 
inſiſt upon the fallibility of his deciſions, and 
this is even tolerated without breach of union, 
ſomething more than his ſolemn word is re- 
quiſite for theſe people, and we wiſh to give a 
rule which may accommodate all. That which 

L 2 is 
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is uſually propounded by the enemies of pa. 
pal infallibility requires the adherence of the 
majority of biſhops to their chief, at leaſt the 
expreſs conſent of many joined to the tacit 
acquieſcence of the others. We do not abſo- 
lutely deny the truth of this rule. Let thoſe 
be guided by it who find it ſufficiently effica- 
cious to ſolve their, doubts, but to us it ap- 
pears impoſſible in many caſes to apply it with 
that clarity and caſe which is requiſite to al- 
lay the doubts of the faithful, and which the 
economy of Chriſt's church demands. For 
as the church is undoubtedly the depoſitary of 
evangelical truths and her voice the deter- 
mined rule of faith, in caſes of diſpute, upon 
the doftrine of Jeſus Chriſt this deciſive voice 
of the church muſt be ſenſible and plainly difs 
cernible by all chriſtians, prieſts and laymen, 
learned and unlearned; it muſt he. a voice 
which every doQtor and every child may e- 
qually underſtand. Now the rule of the greater 
number of biſhops is in many caſes ſubjett to 
obſcurity and doubts at leaſt for the unlearned 
and thoſe who are incapable of long enquiries 
and tedious diſcuſſions, In the diſpute which 
aroſe in the third age of the church concern- 
ing the validity of baptiſm adminiſtered by 
heretics, an African chriſtian might have diſ- 
| coyered 


4. 
covered the ſentiments and practiee of the 
African and even of the oriental churches, he 
might have known the decilion of St. Stephen 
Pope; but to compare and fix the number of 
biſhops on each fide of the queſtion thereby to 
aſcertain the voice of the church diſperſed, 
was certainly a taſk ſuperior to the lights and 
abilities of a private chriſtian only moderately 
inſtructed and informed of the tranſactions of 
the times. Again, after the deciſion of the 
fifth council upon the three chapters, while a 
great number of biſhops throughout the weſt 
openly reſiſted that deciſion, could it be a 
matter of eaſy determination for a chriſtian 
only moderately informed, to aſcertain on 
which ſide was the greater number? About 
thirty years before the ſecond council of Nice 
had decided in fayour of image-worſhip, a 
council held at Conſtantinople of 338 biſhops, 
nearly as numerous as that of Nice, had con- 
demned it. In this caſe how could an oriental 
chriſtian have diſtinguiſhed the majority by help 
of the boaſted rule? This Nicene council was 
long oppoſed in the weſt by a multitude of bi- 
ſhops, even aſſembled in councils at Francfort and 
at Paris, and of courſe a weſtern chriſtian unit- 
ing together the oppoſition of three councils, 
mult haye been extremely perplexed in the 


application 
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application of the rule of the greater num- 


ber. 8 p 


not at any time wanting in the church to diſ- 


tinguiſh the voice of God from the voice of 


men, but we think that in theſe and fimilar 
caſes, every rule, excepting that which we ſhall 
preſently lay down, required examinations and 
diſcuſſions incompatible with the circumſtan- 
ees of the greateſt part of chriſtians. - We in- 
fer . that this modern Gallic rule cannot be 
that which Jeſus Chriſt leſt to diſcern the voice 
of his ſpouſe ; and in theſe days of apoſtaſy, 
when faith is withering away among the Gen- 
tiles to make place for the converſion of the 
Jews, who will fay that ſo defeQive a rule will 
guide every chriſtian with eertainty and caſe 
to the port of truth, to the boſom of the true 
church? Long ago we abandoned that rule as 
infufficient, and in caſes of dogmatical diſ- 
putes we cannot conſent to remain in ſuſpenfe 
till length of time ſhall haye filenced all dif. 
cuflions and gradually have unfolded the ſe- 
cret, on which fide the greater number of b:ſhops 
agreed. Such indifference and delay is not 
conſiſtent with that ſubmiſſion of mind and 
heart which Jeſus Chriſt enjoins to all the de- 
cifions of his church; when ſhe has really 

ſpoken, 


We well know that lights and means were 
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ſpoken, ſuſpenſion of belief becomes criminal 
diſobedience, and we therefore muſt be pro- 
vided with a plain and eaſy rule to diſtinguiſh 
the voice of the church without danger of 
miſtake or error. mY 
This rule is plainly taught us by ancient 
ages, it is proved by evidence of reaſon, and 
it is authenticated by the experience of innu- 
merable facts. St. Ambroſe delivers this rule 
in few words, Ub: Petrus ibi eccleſia. We need 
not calculate the numbers of biſhops, we need 
not fatigue ourſelves with tedious enquiries 
ſubje& to contradiQions, cavils and diſputes ; 
the queſtion is at once determined. That 
part of the paſtors and of the flock follows the 
path of truth which has at its head the ſuc- 
ceſlor of St. Peter, and the voice of this body 
of paſtors united with their chief 1s the voice 
of the church of Jeſus Chriſt. Whether bi- 
ſhops firſt decide and the Pope confirm their 
deciſion, as it happened in the cauſe of the 
Pelagians; or whether the Pope firſt pronounce 
and biſhops join with him in the ſame ſen- 
tence, as it happened in the cauſe of the Neſ- 
torians, the Eutychians, the Monothelites, 
and the Janſeniſts; all is equal, wherever the 


voice of Peter and the biſhops are in uniſon, 


there is the church, ubi Petrus, ibi eccleſia. 
Lg | i. TR 
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if they are miſguided, the fault is not with 
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This rule is of caſy application in all fit. 
tions in which a rule can be wanted. Perſons 
who are quite uninformed of the exſtiſtence 
and nature of doftrinal diſputes and are of 
courſe. ignorant of the deciſions which have 
been given, will not indeed want our rule, 
becauſe they believe with explicit faith all that 
is neceſſary for ſalvation, they truſt their paſ- 
tors properly authoriſed for other points, and 


them, it will be imputed to thoſe who miſ. 
lead them. But others who are informed of 
the diſputed articles and muſt therefore ſettle 
their faith, are well able to verify with caſe 
on. which fide the voice and clear decifion of 
the Pope is found; the Pope is the moſt known 
and moſt public perſonage in thewhole church, 
his faith is known and told by every biſhop in 
communion with him. This rule is the moſt 
ſecure that can be given, reaſon tradition and 
experience demonſtrate it. Tu es Petrus ſaid 
Chriſt, & ſuper hanc petram ædiſicabo eccleſiam 
meam, Mat. xvi. 18. and the tradition of fa- 
thers which forms the rule of faith, in-the 
words ſuper hanc petrem underſtands ſome- 
times the perſon of Peter, ſometimes the faith 
of Peter, or generally the faith and perſon of 
Peter jointly united, Alexander Natalis cites 

fourteen 
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| fourteen fathers for the firſt ſenſe, thirty-five 
for the ſecond, and he ſhews that one inter- 
pretation is not contrary to the other and that 
both agree. Let us then agree that the perſon 
and faith of Peter are that rock on which the 
church is built, and of courſe the ſtability of 
the church in her public profeſſion of orthodox 
faith muſt depend upon the ſtability of Peter 
in that ſame faith. In this ſenſe the chain of 
fathers underſtand the cited text, and they 
equally acknowledge that indefetlibility of 
faith was promiſed to Peter. Ego pro te roga- 
vi, ut non deficiat fides tua, & tu al:quando con- 
verſus confirma fratres tuos. Luc. xxii. 32. 
And they own that the faith of his brethren 
will remain ſteady through that of their ſu- 
preme head. It is equally a catholic truth 
that the primacy of Peter with all its preroga- 
tives ſubſiſts in his ſucceſſors, and the ſame 
holy fathers apply to them the ſame divine 
promiſes on which the indefectibility of Pe- 
ter's faith is founded. The Roman pontiff is 
with theſe fathers morally the ſame perſon as 
Peter, ubi Petrus ibi ectleſia ſays S. Ambroſe, 
Tu es Petrus ſaid Sergius to Pope Theodore, 
Eugenius was Peter in power to S. Bernard, 
Peter ſpoke by the mouth of Leo at Chalce- 
M fs don, 
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don, Peter ſpoke by that of Agatho to the 
fixth ecumenical council“. 

From theſe truths the certainty of our rule 
is proved. For this faith ſolemnly profeſſed 
by Peter is the foundation or rock againſt 
which hell ſhall never prevail, it is the faith 
ordained to confirm that of others in the pro- 


feſſion of unity of doctrine, it is that which 


unites all churches into one church. Now 
nothing of all this can be applied to any 
number, however great, of biſhops who ſhould 
unite without their head to form a dogmatical 
deciſion, and by all conſequence that part, 
however numerous or ſmall they be, who in 
dogmatical determinations are headed by their 
chief, ſpeak the language of the church. For 
the faith of the opponent party does not reſt 
upon Peter, it cannot then be rooted in the 
foundation of the church, their accents can- 
not be the voice of the dove which ſpeaks 
from the holes of the rock. We hear them 
fpeak, but we do not hear Peter confirming his 
brethren, on the contrary they invert the di- 
vine order, they preſume to inftrut and con- 


firm him. Their faith is not that to which 


Petrus per Leonem locutus eft, Per Agathonem 
Petrusloquebatur, 
perpetuity 
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perpetuity is promiſed, which Chriſt is pledged 
to ſupport, it is the agreement of men, it is 
therefore fallible, they do not repreſent the 
church, becauſe they have neither head, pri- 
mate nor ſupreme, paſtor, and their faith tends . 
to break the unity by being oppoſite to the 
faith of that privileged perſonage, who holds 
the primacy from Jeſus Chriſt purpoſely to 
maintain that unity. 

After this ſtatement of catholic principles 
our readers need not be reminded how dia- 
metrically they are contraditted by the de- 
teſtable maxim of our blue book writer, © that 
* the higheſt eccleſiaſtical authority in the 
* country lawfully deputed deſerves no ſub. 
« miſſion. And for fear that his proſelytes 
to this modern hereſy ſhould chance to ſettle 
their faith by looking up with St. Jerom to the 
divinely inſtituted chair, our author proceeds 
to invalidate the authority of this chair by en- 
deavouring to prove it to be the ſeat of peſti- 
lence and error. A thouſand times have the 
modern Janſeniſts alledged the ſtale facts 
which he has ſeletted to prove the dottrinal 
errors of Popes, and his motive for reviving 
the falſehood a thouſand times deſtroyed is 
not hard to be diſcovered. Many willbelieve 
him on his bare aſſertion, and their reſpe& 
M 2 for 
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for the apoſtolical ſee will be proportionably 
diminiſhed. If it be aſſumed that three Popes 
have erred in faith, then Pius VI. from whom 
he intends with the Janſeniſts to appeal, may 
de preſumed “ to be equally wandering from 
* his proper direction, to be equally uncon- 
ce verſant with the ſubjeas on which he pro- 
* nounces, equally miſtaken in his notions 
tc of the principles of the favorite bill,“ as are 
his apoſtolical vicars, to whom he has already 
renounced ſubmiſſion. Let us ſtate the caſe 
of theſe three pontiffs, and though a perſonal 
error of a Pope be'no ways incompatible with 
the doctrine which we have advanced, yet on 
the credit of what we ſhall ſay, we here defy 
the two champions of the Committee to prove 
an error in faith in any of the Roman pontiffs 
who during eighteen hundred years have 
maintained the church in the purity of evan- 
gelical doarine. | 

The church has always uſed the greateſt 
caution and circumſpettion in the adoption of 
new terms and forms of words to expreſs the 
meaning of the invariable dogma of faith a. 
gainſt innovators who oppoſe it. The ſame 
form of words in certain circumſtances might 
be proper, which in others the malice and 
ſubtlety of ſeQtaries might diſtort to the ſup. 
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port of their own errors. In the beginning 
of the ſixth century certain monks of Scythia, 
forgetful} of that ſimplicity of piety which 
ought to have confined them to the ſolitary 
exerciſes of their cells, roamed around the 
chriſtian world importuning the biſhops of the 
principal ſees and even the ſovereign pontiff 
to ſanction with a ſolemn approbation certain 
new forms of ſpeech of their own invention, 
which they conceived to be an infallible re- 
medy for all the diſtreſſes of the church and a 
ſupplement for the inſufficiency of its general 
councils. They inſiſted that their propoſi- 
tion Unus ex Trinitate paſſus eſt ſhould be de- 
clared an article of faith. Religious men are 
deſtined to edify the church by a cloſe obſer- 
vance of the form of life which the church has 
preſcribed to them; they are helpers and 
aſſiſtants to its paſtors, but they wander from 
their proper direction whenever they intrude 
themſelves into buſineſs in which the paſtors 
of the church do not claim their aſſiſtance. 
The deſerts of Thebais and the abbeys of 
France can equally witneſs the immenſe ſer- 
vices which their cloiſtered inhabitants have 
yielded to religion; they can alſo tell the diſ- 
mal ravages which perverted ſolitaries have 
made in the vineyard of Chriſt, whenever 


they 


* — PRES Y 
— 


—— — . * 


—_—_ 
— 


—— . 


n — 8. 


1 86 J 


they have ſuffered their ſequeſtered dwellings 
to be turned into arſenals of hereſy. The 
Pope Hormiſdas received their application 
with kindneſs, becauſe at firſt they preſented 
it with modeſty and he preſumed that their 
intentions were laudable. Their obſtinacy in 
purſuing their point, their fondneſs for no- 
yelty and their exceſſive attachment to their 
own opinions ſoon cauſed them to be conſi- 
dered as turbulent and dangerous men, who 
fought to eſtabliſh their own importance at 
the expence of charity and peace. The Pope 
iſſued no cenſure of the propoſition for which 
they contended, and if his letters indicate an 
inclination to rejett it, it can only be attributed 
to that tender caution which the ſupreme paſ- 
tors have always uſed in the adopting and con- 
ſecrating of new forms, where the facred de- 
pokite of faith is concerned. He delayed to 
condemn or approve the advanced propoſi- 
tion, becauſe though on one fide it directly 
impugned the Neſtorian hereſy, which conſti- 
tuted two perſons in the Son of God, it was 
on the other ſide eagerly adopted by the Eu- 
tychians who abuſed it to eſtabliſh their equal. 
ly pernicious error of the confuſion of natures, 
In theſe circumſtances it appeared to Hormiſ- 
das dangerous to alter the received forms of 

language, 
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language, but it appeared highly proper to 
check the inſolence of theſe buſy monks, who 
would preſcribe to the church inſtead of 
humbly waiting its deciſions. In his letter to 
Juſtiman he ſays, Non gravat prælibare dicendo: 


Non opus ut ſtabilitatem fidei, veſtre contentionis 


potius quam rationts ſequaces, procaci verborum 
novitate confundant. He does not hint that in 
his letter to Poſſeſſor he had paſſed judgment 
upon the point, neither does he ſtigmatiſe the 
monks' propoſition as heretical, he cenſures it 
as being a new form maintained with forward- 
neſs and contumacy, becauſe in fact this mode 
of ſpeech was at that time unknown in the 
Latin church. In the courſe of his long cor- 
reſpondence with Juſtin and Juſtinian upon 
this affair he proceeds no farther than to 
blame the monks' doctrine and condut as li- 
tigious and petulant, and we juſtly conclude 
with the learned Cardinal Orſi againſt the au- 
thor of the Defenſzo Cleri Gallicani, that neither 
Juſtinian nor the Orientals ever imagined 
that the monks* doctrine was condemned or 
that the controverſy was decided by the ſu- 
preme judgment of the holy ſee, and of this 
truth the learned Cardinal adminiſters unde- 
niable proofs*. 


* Sec alſo Fleury B. 31, ad an, 519. N 
| The 
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The monks every where intriguing in 
ſupport of their cauſe importuned the African 


biſhops then exiled in Sardinia, and they were 


anſwered by S. Fulgentius in his treatiſe of the 
incarnation and grace ſubſcribed by fifteen 
biſhops. Like Hormiſdas he does not ſuſpe& 
the faith of the Scythian monks, but he does 
not adopt their words. He follows the ſure 
example of fathers and councils, he ſays, not 
that one of the trinity, but that one perſon of the 
trinity was born of a virgin. This profound 
doctor knew the danger of advancing new 
modes of ſpeech to declare our ineffable my- 
ſteries, and John the Patriarch of Conſtanti- 
nople on the ſame principle in a public diſpu- 
tation replied to the monks, that the decrees 
of the council of Chalcedon alone ſufficed, 
and that he who adhered to them was a 
Catholic. Preter iſta nihil mihi dicatur ; qui 


ſeguitur iſta poteſt inter Catholicos eſſe. Theſe 
prelates knew that the Eutychians favoured by 


the lay power, underſtood the monks? propoſi- 
tion in a prepoſterous ſenſe, and uſed it as 
the very mark and motto of their ſect. This 
conſideration alone juſtified the reluQance of 
Hormiſdas, and it equally awakened the ſuſpi- 
cions and encreaſed the caution of ſincere 
Catholics, among whom, as cardinal Norris 

| * obſerves, 
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obſerves, the queſtion was never any thing 
more than a E a mere diſpute upon 
words. And as thoſe deſerved praiſe who 
conceived the words conſecrated by the coun- 
cil of Chalcedon, ſufficient to confound the 
Neſtorian and Eutychian heretics, ſo with 
reaſon were the monks reprehended, who 
without any commiſhon to teach obſtinately 
obtruded words which the Eutychians approv- 
ed, and which neither the fathers of Chalcedon 
nor S, Leo in his epiſtles, nor the apoſtolical 
ſee had preſcribed. Who then ſhall blame 
Hormiſdas for delaying his ſentence, for cen- 
ſuring the haughty ſpirit of ſome turbulent 
monks? What Catholic will deny that they 
deſerve reproaches, and not be ſcandaliſed 
with Orſi at the unmerited commendations 
beſtowed upon them, and the groundleſs cen- 
ſures paſſed upon Hormiſdas by the pretended 
Boſſuet? Different was the judgment of Pe- 
tavius, who admitting the orthodoxy of the 
monks blames their inconſiderate condud their 
precipitous raſnneſs in inculcating novelty ra- 
ther uſeleſs and untimely than ſubtle or con- 
taminated with error, and commends Hormiſ- 
das for fixing no other cenſure upon them 
than that of raſh novelty, contumacy and 
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pride.“ Different was the judgment of that emi- 
nent ſcholar cardinal Norris, who inhis apology 
for the Scythan monks adopts the decifion of 
Petavius, and confirms it from the words of 
Thomaſin, who equally admires the wiſdom 
of Hormiſdas in rejeQing nothing in the 
monks? propoſition, but the danger of novelty 
and the probable ſource of diſcord. F What 
would the Petaus, the Orſis, the Norriſes, the 
Thomaſſins of the ſixth century have ſaid, if 
theſe monks had advanced heretical propoſi- 
tions, if they had refuſed ſubmiſhon to the 
judgment of the church announced to them 
by their biſhops, if they had erefted ſuch diſ- 
obedience into a maxim? They would have 
been in the predicament of the Acemite 
monks, who from the temporary diſcourage- 
ment of the Scythians* dottrine inferred that 
therefore one of the Trinity had not ſuffered, and 


Nihil in illorum facto atque ſcriptis aliud cu/pat ; 
culpat tamen inconſultam rationem ac præcipitem ardorem 
inculcande novitatis intempeſtivæ potius minimeque ne- 
ceſſariæ quam aut callidæ aut errore contaminatæ. Petav. 

I.. 5. de Incarn. c. 2. apud Eminentiſs. Urſium L. 3. 
©. 18. art. 2. de Rom, Pont. auct. 

+ Porro hinc quoque Hormiſdæ ſapientia admiranda 
impenſius yenit, qui ſolam novitatemet jurgiorum ſemen- 
tem in hac propoſitione et ejus architectis averſatus eſt, 
Ex Thom. Diſſert. 18. in Syn. n. 10. Ibid. 
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were cut off from catholic communion for 
their obſtinate refiſtance to the apoſtolical 
conſtitutions, which afterwards at proper time 
aſſerted the truth of that dottrine. 

We end this diſcuſſion by remarking that 
the tranſactions of the popedom of Hormifdas 
exactly confirm the ancient faith of the church 
in the irreformability of papal deciſions. For 
beſides that the propoſition in queſtion was 
never ſupported in the weſt, and could not 
poſſibly receive the approbation of the church 
while that of its head was wanting, juſtinian 
and the Orientals as well as the Acemites, 
agreeably to ancient prattice conſtantly ſoli- 
cited the ultimate deciſion of the firſt ſee 
for the validity of their reſpeQive opinions, 
and the propoſition of the monks was not 
propounded as definitively catholic, till John 
II. had diſcuſſed the deciſions of other bi- 
ſhops, and comparing them with the tradi- 
tion of the Roman Church, had by his 
decihon given irrevocable certainty to their 
judgment. All this was agreeable to the 
profeſſion of faith ſent to the Greeks by Hor- 
miſdas, and ſubſcribed by them and by Ju- 
ſtinian. Prima ſalus eſt refle fidei regulam 
cuſtodire et a Patrum traditione nullatenus de- 
viare: quia non poleſt Domini noſtri Feſu Chriſti 
N 2 prætermitti 
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prætermitli ſententia dicentis: tu es Petrus et 
ſuper hanc petram ædificabo eccleſiam meam. 
Hec que difla ſunt rerum probantur eſfectibus; 
QUIA IN SEDE APOSTOLICA INVIOLABILIS 
SEMPER CATHOLICA CUSTODITUR RELI- 
610. * They profeſſed in it to follow in all 
| things apoſtolicam ſedem, the apoſtolical ſee, to 
| preach all things which are decreed by it, 
becauſe in it is found the entire and perfect 
ſolidity of chriſtian religion, omnia que ab ipſa 
decreta et conſtituta ſunt predicare, quoniam in 
ipſa eſt. integra chriſtianæ religions et perſecta 
ſoliditas; F and Juſtinian added that he would 
compel all biſhops to uſe the ſame profeſſion, 
that the holy Catholic Church might in every 
thing maintain its ſtrength and ſolidity qua- 
zenus per omnia ſancta catholica noſtra eccleſia 
fuam habeat firmitatem. F Hence then it ap- 
pears that in the ſixth century the oriental 
churches could have no ſettled faith unleſs their 
biſhops followed the apoſtolical ſee and ob- 
ſerved its ſanctions, becauſe here was the 
integra chriſtianæ fide et perſecta ſoliditas de- 
monſtrated by the words of Chriſt, Tu es 
Petrus, and moreoyer evinced by the experi- 
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* Apud Emin. Urſſium ibid. c. 19. art. unie. 
„„ t Ibid. 
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ence of more than five centuries. The addi- 
tional experience of nearly thirteen centuries 
which have fince elapſed, concurs to convince 
us that the faith, which had ſubſiſted inviolate 
in the apoſtalical ſee to the days of Juſtinian, 
is yet there untainted and pure, and will ſub- 
fiſt in ſpite of hell and blue books till time 
ſhall be no more. 

It had been fortunate for the Committee 
if they had recolledted their promiſe of not 
meddling with doctrinal matters. They might 
perhaps have been cautious of imputing errors 
in faith to the ſupreme paſtors of the church 
on the credit of a haſty writer, who has either 
wilfully miſrepreſented the truth through the 
paſſion of party, or has weakly advanced 
falſehoods through culpable ignorance. When 
we look over the liſt of ſubſcriptions at the 
end of the Blue Book, it almoſt provokes 
a ſmile to obſerve who the men are, who are 
made to proteſt againſt the ſettled authority of 
Chriſt's church, becauſe Pope Honorius was 
a Monothelite. | 


While Heraclius was emperor, and Hono- 
rius governed the church from the chair of 
St, Peter, a fierce ſtorm burſt from the eaſt to 
deſolate the vineyard of the Lord. This was 
the error of the Monothelites who admitted 
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in the perſon. of Jeſus Chriſt not two wills, 
one buman the other divine, agreeably to the 


faith of the Catholic' Church, but only one 
fingle will. The chiefs and promoters of this 
hereſy were Sergius and Cyrus, patriarchs of 
Conſtantinople and Alexandria, crafty Greeks 
who eaſily debauched the emperor to publiſh 
an edict called the Edtheſis, by vigour of which 
imperial oracle the hereſy of one only action 
and will in Jeſus Chriſt was defined. Sophro- 
nius patriarch of Jeruſalem was the principal 
oppoler of this doctrine, and Sergius with the 
uſual craft of calumniators, to diſguiſe his 
own dottrine aſſumed the character of accufer, 
and denounced Sophronius to the holy fee as 
a diſturber of the peace of the church, by 
introducing new phraſes of two wills, and two 
actions or operations in Jefus Chrift. The 
controverſy was not yet diſcuſſed in the: weſt, 
and the cabals of the innoyators were not yet 
laid open. Honorius in his anfwer uſed ſuch 
moderation as plainly indicates his aim to 
have been to cut ſhort all diſputes and diffe- 
rences, which in the eaſtern church were ever 
engendering pernicious novelties. Theſe an- 
ſwers were grounded in prudence, but the 
innovators unreaſonably eried triumph, and 
boaſted of Honorius as their abettor. In the 
courle 
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<ourſe of years Honorius was ſucceeded by 
Severinus, and John IV. under whom the 
impious fe& being unmaſked, Heraclius re- 
voked his Efheſis and acknowledged it to have 
been a production of the perfidious Sergius. 
The contagion however was widely ſpread. 
Pope Theodore excommunicated Paul a ſuc- 
ceſſor of Sergius and deprived him of his 
fee. St. Martin I. in the council of Lateran 
condeinned the hereſy and ended his life in 
exile. St. Maximus the monk and the two 
Anaſtafii fell martyrs to the orthodox faith. 
Conſtantin Pogonatus at length concurring 
with Pope Agatho, the third council of Con- 
ſtantinople, together with Agatho's legates 
condemned the error, and the canons of it 
were ratified by the Pope St. Leo II. Such 
is the compendium of the hiſtory of Mono- 
thelitiſm, which fills the ſpace of nearly ſixty 

years. | 
An amicable correſpondence ſubfiſted be- 
tween Honorius and Sergius, in which the 
latter imparts to him the ſucceſs of Cyrus 
in reducing the remnants of hereſy. He men- 
tions a work in ſeven articles in which Cyrus 
aſſerts one ſingle operation in Jeſus Chriſt, 
and that Sophronius had oppoſed this doc- 
trine; that he had adviſed Cyrus to fay no- 
thing 
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thing either df one or of two operations, be- 
eauſe to aſſert one appeared oppoſite to the 
doctrine of Chalcedon, and to maintain two 
might appear the ſame thing as to aſſert two 
| principles oppoſite and contrary to each other. 

Honorius had not the gift of ſeeing into 
this man's falſe heart, becauſe that is the pre- 
rogative of God, who does not govern his 
church by ſuch miraculous lights. He an- 
ſwered him, like a prudent pontiff, not like a 
prophet. He commends the zeal of Sergius 
in checking diſputes on words, he forbids one 
or two operations to be ſpoken of, he acknow- 
ledges in Jeſus Chriſt actions dependent on 
his human and others on his divine nature, 
and he leaves it to grammarians to define 
whether theſe operations are to be called by 
the name of voluntates or wills, He adviſes 
the avoiding of new words which might ſeem 
to favour either the Neſtorians who admitted 
two perſons, or the Eutychians who main- 
tained one nature. Finally he exhorts Ser- 
gius to preach, as he did in Rome, that there 
is but one Son, true God who operates in two 
diſtin& natures, human and divine, Unicum eſſe 
Filium, verum Deum, qui in duabus diſtinctis 
naturis divind et humand operatur. No expreſ- 


ſion could be more orthodox, more conform- 
| able. 
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able to the goſpel, to councils, and to the public 
faith of the church, when every one confeſſing 
two natures and one perſon in Jeſus Chriſt, 
confeſſed by a neceſſary conſequence alſo two 
wills. We who know the intrigues of that age 
as well as the defined dogma of two operations 
in Jeſus Chriſt, ſhould perhaps ſuſpe&@ ſome 
concealed malice in ſuch a letter as Sergius 
wrote, but Honorius was ſatisfied with aſſert- 
ing the dogma as already defined. Hitherto 
he does not favour the Monothelites. Still 
leſs in his ſecond letter, in which he delivers 
the true catholic doctrine expounded by St. 
Leo in his celebrated letter to Flavian. He 
inſiſts that two natures entirely different be 
confeſſed and by conſequence two wills, ſince 
the will is a principal and eſſential part of 
what is imported by the term nature. The 
only blame 1s, that he did not uſe the expreſs 
words two wills; but ſuch an omiſſion pro- 
duced no ſcandal where no fraud was ſuſ- 
petted, and the uſe of thoſe words might eaſily 
have been abuſed by the yet unſubdued Ne- 
ſtorians. 

Some writers eſtabliſh his ſuppoſed guilt 
upon the words of his firſt letter, Unam volun- 
tatem fatemur Domini noſtri Feſu Chriſti. “ 


* Ap. Bar. an, 638, n. 17. 
O Theſe 
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Theſe words were objefted to the martyr St. 
Maximus in Africa, and his anſwer to Pirrhus 
the Monothelite is the beſt that we can now 
employ. Who, ſaid the martyr, is the beſt 
judge of that phraſe, you at Conſtantinople, 
or he who wrote it at Rome? Pope John IV, 
once ſecretary to Honorius, was the imme- 
diate author of that letter, and he complains 
grievouſly to the emperor of the malice of the 
Sectaries, who violently diſtorted the meaning 
of Honorius to a ſenſe which he never in- 
tended, He then explains the genuine mean- 
ing of the text, “ and it ſtands forth with 
evidence that Honorius denied in Jeſus Chriſt, 
what every Catholic muſt deny, the law of the 
members which fighteth againſt the law of the 
ſpirit. His own words demonſtrate his aſſer- 
tion, that the Son of God ſuffered no rebel- 
lion of the fleſh, no repugnance of the infe- 
riour to the ſuperiour part of the ſou], but 
this is quite foreign to the queſtion whether in 
the God-man there exiſted a divine will and 
a human will. 


Cum enim Sergius ſcripſiſſet quod quidam duas 
voluntates in Chriſto contrarias dicerent; diximus Chri- 
ſtum non duas voluntates contrarias habuiſſe, carnis in 
quam, et {piritas, ficut nos habemus poſt peccatum, ſed 
unam tantum, Baronius in append, ad tom, 11. 


Here 
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Here we may anſwer the enquiry of our 
writer by ſaying, that during the inverval be- 
tween the publication of Cyrus and the ſixth 
general council, it was not lawful for an Alex- 
andrian or a Roman, who underſtood his reli- 
gion, to maintain one will, only in Tefus Chrift, 
but alſo that this doftrine was never propofed 
to his faith by the higheſt authority in the 
church, that of the ſovereign pontiff. It was 
indeed maintained by the higheſt ecclefiaftical 
authority in the dioceſe of Alexandria, but it 
was not and could not be propofed to the 
Alexandrian's, faith as a catholic dogma, be- 
cauſe the queſtion was yet new and in the clafs 
of thoſe on which the higheſt authority had 
not pronounced, and of courſe every private 
Chriſtian who was in doubt, might lawfully 
ſuſpend his aſſent. Different is the caſe in 
which the higheſt eccleſiaſtical authority in 
the country informs us with the concurrence 
of all neighbouring judges of faith and the 
approbation of the ſupreme judge, that certain 
doctrines are already condemned, and that it 
is unlawful to maintain them. Different is the 
caſe in which ſuch judges aſſure us that a par- 
ticular inſtrument or book contains doArines 
univerfally allowed to be falſe. In the firſt 
caſe ſuſpence is warranted by the ſpirit of 
O 2 prudence, 
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prudence, in the latter reſiſtance is inſpired * 
the ſpirit of ſchiſm. 

As our author does not purſue the pilory 
of the Monothelites to the period of the ſixth 
council, we will be contented to inform our 
readers, that the pretended anathema launch- 
ed in that ſynod againſt Honorius as a favour- 
er of the Monothelites, is one of thoſe hiſto, 
rical fables which gather credit by being often 
repeated and ſeldom diſcuſſed. If it were 
neceſſary to enter into a critical diſſertation 
on the monuments of that age, it would be 
caly to demonſtrate the corruption of them, 
and the intruſion of the ſuppoſed condemna- 
tion of Honorious to be the work of later fa. 
yourers of the Monothelite hereſy. During 
the firſt fifty years of its exiſtence, Honorius 
is every where celebrated as the champion of 
catholic faith by perſons the moſt illuſtrious 
for learning, ſanQity and rank ; not an error 
in faith is imputed to him, except by Cyrus 
and Pirrhus and their adherents, who were 
quickly convinced of calumny and impoſture 
by S. Maximus and John IV. So little was 
the apoſtaſy of Honorius thought of in the 
ſixth council, that in the fourth ſeſſion the fa- 
thers all approved the letter of Agatho, in 
which the following words are perfectly in- 

N conſiſtent 
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conſiſtent 'with their ſuppoſed condemnation. 
Hec eſt vere fidei regula quam et in proſperis et 
in adverſis vivaciter tenuit atque defendit are 
ſpiritualis mater - agoſtolica Chriſti ecclefua—que 
a tramite apoſtolic traditionis nunguam erraſſe 
probabitur, nec hæreticis novitatibus depravata 
fuccubuit—quoniam Dominus et Salvator omnium, 
cujus fides eft, qui fidem Petri non defetturam 
promi ſit, confirmare eum fratres ſuos admonuit, 
quod apoſtolicos pontifices mee exiguitatis præde- 
ceſſores ſemper feciſſe agnitum eſt, Honorius 
then vivaciter tenuit vigorouſly held the true 
faith, and whatever ſiniſter opinion of his or- 
thodoxy was advanced after a period of fifty 
years, it muſt in juſt criticiſm be rated with 
the innumerable falſifications by which the 
Greek heretics corrupted eccleſiaſtical monu- 
ments, eſpecially the reſcripts of the Roman 
pontiffs. Falſehoods are quickly advanced, 
but ages often paſs before time uncovers 
truth. The next century might have believed 
that the oath contrived for Roman catholics 
in England in 1789 was really framed by the 
government of that period, if a late writer had 
not boldly publiſhed the impoſture which de- 
licacy had hitherto concealed . For farther 


9 See caſe ſtated by F. Plowden, Eſq. 
information 
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information on the affair of Honorius we! res 

fer our readers to Bortoli, biſhop of Feltre, 
in his work dedicated to Benedict XIV. 4750, 
to the diſſertation of La Corgne 1741, to Card. 
Orſi de auctor. Rom. Pont. and De Marco 
Diſeſa dei Rom. 1780. | 

We are now to exculpate S. Liberius from 
the ſevere imputation of Arianiſm. Who- 
ever has opened eccleſiaſt ical hiſtories has re- 
marked the fraudulent affectation of innova- 
tors in every age in vindicating to their own 
party the ſuffrages of eminent perſons WhO 
oppoſed them. Honorious has been blaſted 
as a Monothelite, Liberius as an Arian, and 
Bifhop James Talbot as a favourer of a teſt con- 
victed of error and ſchiſm. The light of criticiſm 
has in many caſes diſpelled the elouds of de- 
ceit and falſehood, and when it is let in upon 
the hiſtory of Liberius, this pontiff ſtands forth 
immaculate. He is accuſed of having weak 
ly condemned S8. Athanaſtus, or of having ad- 
mitted Arians to his communion, or of having 
ſubſcribed a formulary of faith not perfedly 

catholic. 94480. 

It is agreed that Liberius being advanced 
to che Popedom purſued the meaſures of Ju- 
lius bis predeceſſor for the reftoration of St. 
Athanaſius, He aſſembled a ſynod at Rome, 

8 he 
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be heard the accuſations of his enemies, ah 
he declared him innocent. The ſubſequent 
idea of his prevarication originated in the 
uſual artifices of the Arians, who ſpread re- 
ports that he had condemned the term con/ub- 
fantia) *, and afterwards added weight to the 
calumny by falſifying the writings of St. Atha- 
naſius, S. Jerom and S. Hilary. The writ- 
ings of S. Athanaſius preſent a melancholy 
picture of thoſe calamitous times of the 
church. While the Arian emperor Conſtan- 
tius was at Arles ſurrounded by Arian biſhops, 
the legates of Liberius ſolicited his conſent to 
hold a council at Aquileia, in which the dogma 
of faith ſhould be firſt diſcuſſed, and then the 
complaints againſt S. Athanafius ſhould be 
heard, This demand was anſwered by an 
edi denouncing exile againſt all biſhops who 
ſhould not condemn Athanaſius. Liberius 
by a new embaſſy ſolicited a free council, and 
the prince to enthral its freedom would have 
it held at Milan under his own eyes, where in 
defiance of the orthodox biſhops violence pre- 
vailed, death was denounced againſt the fa- 
vaurers of S. Athanaſius, and one hundred 
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* Sparſis rumoribus divulgaverunt Liberium conſub- 
Rantialis vocabulum condemnaſſe. Sozomen. l. 1 15. 


and 
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and forty-ſeven perſons of the clergy and 
laity were baniſhed.. To complete this wretch- 
ed victory it was neceſſary to ſubdue- Libe- 
rius and the church of Rome. Euſebius the 
eunuch repaired to Rome, flattery, bribery 
and threats were vainly employed, and orders 
were iſſued to bring the Pope priſoner. to Mi- 
lan. Univerſal alarm terrified the city, the 
clergy and people cordially attached to their 
paſtor proteſted that they would acknowledge 
no other. Conſtantius {trove in vain to ex- 
tort a condemnation of S. Athanaſius, Libe- 
rius was baniſhed into Thrace, and Felix was 
intruded into his ſee, It muſt be remarked that 
this happened about the beginning of the year 
356. For Theodoret who relates the confer- 
ence between Conſtantius and Liberius re- 
counts, that the emperor was ſo eager to ob- 
tain his point, that in compariſon of it he un- 
dervalued the victory obtained over Silvanus. 
Now the rebellion of this man happened in 
355, and if he was already defeated, it is plain 
that the baniſhment of Liberius muſt have 
happened either towards the end of 355 or 
in the beginning of 336. Within two years 
from this date the Pope returned to his ſee 
amidſt the thiumphant'acclamations of the city. 
| Now it is pretended that in this interval he 
prevari- 
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prevaricated, and that he was reſtored fot hav- 
ing complied with the will of the emperor, 
The firſt argument is taken from 8. Jerom's 
chronicle. The words are, Liberius tædio vic- 
tus exilii in hereticam pravitatem ſubſcribens 


Romam quaſe vidtor intravit. Theſe words, 
not to be found in more than one ancient ma- 
nuſcript, are evidently an interpolation of S. 


Jerom's text, and they involve contradiQtion 


and impoſſibility. The ſtrong attachment of 


the weſtern churches eſpecially that of Rome 
to the Nicene faith and the extreme fondneſs 


of the Roman people for Liberius are equal- 
ly undiſputed. To carry him away from 
Rome terrors and threats were uſed, he was 
hurried away in the night, and ſeditions were 
raiſed at the inſtallation of Felix in which 
many lives were loſt. The hatred againſt 
Felix was ſo violent, that the churches were 
deſerted when he entered ; and when Con- 


. Nantius unwillingly allowed the return of 


Liberius, and ordered him and Felix jointly 
to govern the church, his determination was 


received with contempt and diſdain; one God, 


one Chriſt, one biſhop, was the univerſal cry. 
Now how could Liberius enter Rome guaſi 
victor, like a conqueror, after having ſubſcrib- 


ed an heretical form of faith? He muſt have 
| Skis entered 
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entered Rome like a vile degraded ſlave; 

Let it not be ſaid that he had retrafted his 
error before his reſtoration, foy there is not a 
hint of this in all antiquity; and indeed if he 
had retracted it, he would not have been re- 
ſtored, or he would have entered the city as a 
penitent, not as a conqueror amidſt popular 
accclamations and univerſal joy. Cui obvius 
cum gaudio populus Romanus exivit. Could 
theſe demonſtrations of jubilee be given to 
Liberius guilty of hereſy, while Felix who ad- 
hered to the Nicene faith, and whoſe only 
crime was holding communication with Ari- 
ans, was the object of general abomination ? 
Could the Romans, paſſionately attached to 8. 
Athanaſius and the Nicene faith, as all writers 
agree, receive the prevaricating apoſtate Li- 
berius with jubilee, while they ejeRed Felix 
with ſcorn and ſedition? Socrates and Sulpi- 
cius Severus relate, that the emperor unwil- 
lingly reſtored Liberius on account of the ſe. 
ditions which his baniſhment occaſioned, but 
neither of them have told the whole truth. * 


* Liberius haud multo poſt ab exilio revocatus ſedem 
ſuam recepit, cum Populus Romanus ſeditione facta Feli- 
cem eccleſia expuliſſet, et Imperator /icet invitus adſenſum 
. lis przbuiſſet. Socr. L. 2. c. 37. edit. Valeſii. 

Urbi redditur (Liberius) propter ſeditiones Roma- 
nat. Sulp. Sev, L. 2. circa ſinem. 


Theodoret 
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Theodoret more diſtinctly relates, that when 
Conſtantius arrived at Rome the Roman ma- 
trons entreated their huſbands to ſolicit the 
return of the Pope, and declared their reſolu- 
tion, in caſe of a refuſal, to follow him to Be- 
rea, the place of his exile. He adds, that by 
the advice of their huſbands the ladies in their 
richeſt attire preſented themſelves in a body 
to the Prince to ſolicit the favour, and that it 
was at length reluctantly granted, as well to gra- 
tify the nobility as to appeaſe the ſeditions of 
the male- contents; for the people loved 
« Liberius exceedingly, becauſe he had bold- 
« Iy reſiſted the emperor in the cauſe of reli- 
« gion.“ * 

The ſame hand which falſified 8. Jerom in 
the alledged text, + has made the ſaint in his 
dialogue againſt the Luciferians upbraid For- 
tunatian, biſhop of Aquileia, for having over. 
come Liberius on his road into exile, and 
compelled him to the ſubſcription of hereſy. 
Wonderful it is that this memorable fact is 
not named by Sulpicius Severus, Theodoret, 
Socrates, Sozomen or Caſſiodorus, who all 


* Populus Romanus Liberium—qui pro religione Im- 
peratori fortiter reſtitifſet, impenſi diligebat. Sozom. 

+ The Bollandiſts ſuppoſe it to haye been ſome Luci- 
ferian, T. 6. Sept. die 23. 
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agree in beſtowing great praiſes on Liberius 
and affign very different motives for his re- 
turn. Wonderful that St. Phebadius in an- 
ſwering the Arians who objeQted the ſubſcrip- 
tion of Hoſius to a Sirmian formulary of 
faith, ſays not a ſyllable of any ſubſcription 
of Liberius. Was his fall unknown to the 
Arians, or was it a matter of -indiffetence ? 
Whence could St. Jerom gather ſuch an idea 
of Fortunatian? Liberius writing to St, Eu- 
ſebius of Vercelli gives a very different ac- 
count of this biſhop. ® He repreſents him as 

a ſteady biſhop, who, to his knowledge, does 
not reſpe& the perſons of men, hut fixes his 
thoughts upon future rewards, and who had 
preſerved his faith even with the riſk of his 
life. The paſſage of St. Jerom is either an 
intruſion of ſome poſteriour heretic, or St. 
Jerom was one of thoſe who in points of 
hiſtory were deceived: by the impoſtures of 
the Arians, who to ſupport their cauſe indu- 
ſtriouſly ſpread the falſe report, that Liberiug 
had condemned the word conſulſtantial, ſalſis 
rumoribus, &c, He was not deceived. Scipio 
Maffei and the Bollandiſts have proved that 
his works are corrupted. | 


* Ap, Baron, 954: 
We 
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We next enquire what was that heretical 
pravity, hereticam prauitatem which Liberius 
ſigned. Our blue book informs us that it was the 
formulary of Sirmium. Much erudition might 
be collected concerning the different ſormu - 
laries ſigned at Sirmium, and the different 
dates of them. Cronological arguments are 
dry, let us form a ſhort enthymem. Liberins 
could not ſubſcribe any Sirmian formulary 
containing hereſy; therefore he did not ſub- 
ſeribe hereticarm prauitatem. 

The firſt formulary compoſed at Sirmium 
is conformable to the goſpel, and was acknow- 
ledged to be orthodox by SS. Philaſtrius of 
Brefcia, Vigitius and Hilary of Poitiers. The 
ſecond fuppreſſed the word confubſtantial, and 
was therefore defeftive. The Arians tri- 


uniphed at the condeſeenſion of Hoſius in 


ſigning it, St. Hilary expreſsly ſays that Hoſius 
alone accepted it, he ſpeaks of the tranſattions 
at Sirmium in the framing of the third formu- 
lary, but of Liberius he ſays not a word. The 
learned allow that the firſt was orthodox, and 
they agree that the ſecond was formed either 
in 387 or towards the end of 388. Now if 
this be ſo, how could Liberius at this time 
ſubſcribe a formulary at Sirmium? Between 
3 55 and 356 he was an exile in Thrace, Two 

years 


- 
— — — — — 


—̃ — 


— — 


z + 
: 
15 
* 
| 
1 
* 

4 ** 
1 
= 

| _ 

1 

N. 
— " 
" 
i 
. bo 
\- 
"=_= 

. ,” 

to | 

j 

* 

ö J 

T 

4 
\ 
| * 
| 


— L 
n 
S - 
” 
- 


— 


[ 140 - 

years had hardly paſſed when he was recalled 
by Conſtantius, Liberius paulo poſt urbi reddi- 
tur propter ſiditiones Romanas, The arrival 
of Conſtantius at Rome, as is learned from 
Ammianus Marcellinus, L. 16. happened on 
the firſt day of May, in the year 357. How 
then could Liberius at Berea in Thrace ſub- 
ſcribe a formulary of faith, which was either 
not made or at molt was then forming at 
Sirmium? 
As ve reaſon in regard of the 2 ak 
ſubſcription, fo alſo, we conclude the pre- 
tended condemnation of S. Athanaſius to be 
an impoſture. The blue book accuſes Libe- 
rius (we know not upon what grounds) not of 
condemning, but only of abandoning him, 
On the contrary the perſecuted faint in the 
concluſion of his ſecond apology, gives the 
moſt, honourable teſtimony to Liberius as his 
principal defender, who choſe rather to ſuffer 
all things than to betray his cauſe and that of 
truth, and he holds up his condu& as an exam- 
ple to poſterity to fight for truth till death, 
and to deteſt the Arian hereſy. Never could 
Liberius bave merited this eulogy, if he had 
complied for a ſingle hour with the emperor's 
deſire, never could he have been an exam- 
ple of perſeverance to poſterity, never would 
Conſtantiug 
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„Oer kantlos have teſtified reluQtance and un- 
willingneſs to reſtore him to his ſee, He re- 
ſtored him then not for any heretical com- 
pliance with his requiſitions, but through 
dread of popular tumults and at the interceſ- 
fon of the Roman matrons. Propter. ſeditio- 
res Romanas.—flexus Imperator egregium illum 
omnigue laude dignum redire juſſit. 

The words in S. Athanaſius's letter to the 
hermits are equally the inſertion of a livid 
hand. Liberius extorris fattus poſt biennium de- 
nique fraftus ejt, miniſque mortis perterritus ſub- 
ſcripfit. Not a word of this ſuppoſed ſub- 
ſcription is to be found in Theodoret who 
every where extols the conſtancy of Liberius, 
and yet this writer was well verſedin S. Atha- 
naſius's works, and has inſerted long extracts 
of them in his hiſtory. Falſehood is ever in- 
conſiſtent. In S. Jerom Liberius is ſubdued 
by weariſomeneſs of exile, tædio vittus exilii, 
in S. Athanaſius he is intimidated by threats 
of execution, minis mortis perterritus. The 
ſilence of the authors hitherto cited is more 
than a negative proof, and that of Theodoret 
and Socrates is concluſive, becauſe they were 
particularly verſed in S. Athanaſius's works, 
and the former ſtiles him ſtrenuus veritatis pro- 
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years had hardly paſſed when he was recalled 
by Conſtantius, Liberius paulo poſt urbi reddi- 
tur propter ſiditiones Romanas. The arrival 
of Conſtantius at Rome, as is learned from 
Ammianus Marcellinus, L. 16. happened on 
the firſt day of May, in the year 357. How 
then could Liberius at Berea in Thrace ſub- 
ſcribe a formulary of faith, which was either 
not made or at moſt was then forming as. 
Sirmium? 
As we reaſon i in regard; of the A 
ſubſcription, fo alſo, we conclude the pre- 
tended condemnation of S. Athanaſius to be 
an impoſture, The blue book accuſes Libe- 
rius (we know not upon what grounds). not of 
condemning, but only of abandoning him, 
On the contrary the perſecuted ſaint in the 
concluſion of his ſecond apology, gives the 
moſt. honourable teſtimony to Liberius as his 
principal defender, who choſe rather to ſuffer 
all things than to betray his cauſe and that of 
truth, and be holds up his conduRt as an exam- 
ple to poſterity to fight for truth till death, 
and to deteſt the Arian hereſy. Never could 
Liberius bave merited this eulogy, if he had 
complied for a ſingle hour with the emperor's 
deſire, never could he have been an exam- 
ple of perſeverance to poſterity, never would 
Conſtantiug 
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mY ©onftantive | have teſtified reluſtance and un- 


willingneſs to reſtore him to his ſee, He re- 
ſtored him then not for any heretical com- 
pliance with his requiſitions, but through 
dread of popular tumults and at the interceſ- 
fon of the Roman matrons. Propter ſeditio- 
res Romanas—fi exus Imperator egregium illum 
omnigue laude dignum redire juſſit. 

Thie words in S. Athanaſius's letter to the 
hermits are equally the inſertion of a livid 
hand. Tiberius extorris factus poſt biennium de- 
nique fraftus ejt, miniſque mortis perterritus ſub= 
ſcripſit. Not a word of this ſuppoſed ſub- 
ſcription is to be found in Theodoret who 
every where extols the conſtancy of Liberius, 
and yet this writer was well verſed in S. Atha- 
naſius's works, and has inſerted long extraQs 
of them in his hiſtory. Falſehood is ever in- 
conſiſtent. In S. Jerom Liberius is ſubdued 
by weariſomeneſs of exile, t&dio vittus exilii, 
in S. Athanaſius he is intimidated by threats 
of execution, minis mortis perterritus. The 
filence of the authors hitherto cited is more 
than a negative proof, and that of Theodoret 
and Socrates is concluſive, becauſe they were 
particularly verſed in S. Athanaſius's works, 
and the former ſtiles him trenuus veritatis pro- 
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Jugrator & vitlor illuſtrisv. In aur opinion 
the filence of the famous ſchiſmatic Photius 
is concluſive, who in his life of 8. Atbanafius 
ſpeaks of Liberius, and ſays nothing of his 
fall. As well might we imagine that the wri- 
ter of a modern blue book would miſs an op- 


portunity of inſulting a pope or a biſhop, as 


that Photius would have ſpared an apoſtate 
Roman pontiff. The Bollandiſts affign the 
date of S. Athanaſius's work ad ſolitarios to 
the months of March or April 357, others to 
the end of that year or the beginning of 388. 
Conſtantius came to Rome on the firſt of May 
357, and there reſtored Liberius to the en- 
treaties of the nobility through dread of a rio. 
tous people. How then could S. Athanaſius 
write of Liberius' perfidious ſubſcription at a 
time when he was recalled for the reaſons 
which we have alledged, at a time when the 
formulary, which he is ſaid to have figned, 
was not framed? Add to this the glorious 
teſtimony of Theodoret which would not be 
true, if Liberius were guilty of the crime which 
is preferred againſt him. That moſt holy 
fee holds the principality of all churches 
« throughout the world on many titles, but 


* L. 2. c. 16, edit. Geney, 


« above 


FT © 
* above all on this, that it has remained ex- 
* empt from the ſtain of hereſy; for no one 


e holding ſentiments contrary to faith has 


© ever ſat in it, but it has always preſerved 
* the apoſtolical grace untainted“.“ 

It were tedious to diſſett the falſe frag- 
ments of S. Hilary acknowledged by men of 
prime learning to be a ſpurious work, firſt pub. 
liſhed in 1598. Even Tillemont owns them 
to be full of confuſion and diſorder. The diſ- 
guſting inconſiſtencies which they contain 
alone juſtify this opinion. In one place Li- 
berius is made to write in the beginning of his 
pontificate to the Arian biſhops in the eaſt, 
that he holds communion with them and has 
already excommunicated S. Athanaſius; in 
another place he deplores the weakneſs of his 
legate at Arles who had condemned him, and 
declares himſelf willing to die rather than 
abandon him. Elſewhere he meanly ſolicits 
the three chiefs of the Arian ſect to intercede 
for his reſtoration, and urges as a merit, that 
he had excommunicated S. Athanaſius before 


* Habet ſanctiſſima illa ſedes eccleſiarum quæ in toto 
orbe ſunt principatum multis nominibus, atque hoc ante 
omnia, quod ab hæretica labe immunis manſit. Neque 
enim ullus fidei contraria ſentiens in illa ſedit, ſed apoſto- 
lie am gratiam integram ſervavit. Ep. 116. ex Firmundo. 
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he went to Milan. He even cites the whole 
Roman clergy as witneſſes of the fact and ſays, 
that in condemnihg Athanaſius he had agreed 
equally with the Orientals and the Romans, 
If this could poſhbly be genuine, we would afk 
why then was he baniſhed ? The whole hiſ- 
tory ſo well authenticated of the journey of 
Euſebius to Rome, of the bribes refuſed 
by Liberius, of his nofturnal expulfion, 
of his reſiſtance to Conſtantius at 
Milan, muſt all at once be ranked in 
the claſs of fables. The faith of the Ro. 
mans in that age and their ſteady attachment 
to Athanafius and Liberius are too well aſeer- 
tained to admit of doubt, and we may conclude 
that the honour of Liberius and the holy ſee 
would be abundantly defended only by the 
inconſiſtencies of their enemies and the diſ- 
cordance of their accuſers. Like the elders 
in Daniel they cannot aſſign the time or place 
where the pontiff fell. Some make him guilty 
in the beginning of his pontificate, ſome on 
his road into baniſhment, ſome after an exile 
of two years. If we enquire his crime, ſome 
anſwer, © he admitted Arians to his commu- 
1 nion. „ No, ſay others, he condemned 
% 8. Athanaſius.“ “No, ſays the blue book, 
« he ſubſcribed the heretical formulary of 
. * Sirmium, 
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* Sirmium, and we will therefore proteſt a- 
« gainſt Pius VI. and his apoſtolical vicars.““ 
Recte mentitus es in caput tuum. What proof of 
innocence more convincing than the diſcor- 
dance of its accuſers? See La Corgne's Diſ- 


ſert. Paris 1732. De Marco, Difeſa dei Rom. 


PP. Zaccaria de commentitio Liberii 3 
Stilting the Bolland. T. 6. 887 5 die 23. 
vita S. Liberii. 

From the ſuppoſed prevarication of three 
ancient Popes, to which is added the atteſta- 
tion of five modern prieſts who impute to a 
biſhop what his ſelf will not avow, our author 
directly concludes the certainty of his famous 
principle, © that no ſubmiſſion is due to the 
e higheſt eccleſiaſtical authority in the coun- 
e try”; and he triumphantly infers “ that all 
« pretenſions of our biſhops (and conſequent- 
« ly of Biſhop Talbot) to authority are now 
« ſet aſide, and that their decrees (on matters 
« of dottrine) mult neceſſarily ſink into matters 
« of private opinion, to be valued only from 
% their own internal or external evidence of 
„ their truth!“ 

The inference is well worthy of the abo- 
minable principle from which it flows, For 
even allowing the three Popes to have erred 
in faith and Biſhop Thomas Talbot to have 
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ſinned againſt every theological and cardinal 
virtue in condemning the oath, yet if the er- 


rors of particular men who have miſuſed au- 


thority be concluſive to the deſtruttion of that 
authority, not the church alone but alſo the 


ſtate muſt quickly ſink beneath the unceaſing 


efforts of their enemies. With equal ſtrength 
of reaſon could we argue that the tyranny of 
Henry VIII. ſuperſedes the obligation of 
fubmitting to the gentle ſceptre of George 
III. With equal force of logic might we re- 
bel againſt the deciſions of the King's Bench, 
becauſe in the caſe of Hampden the judges 
once overlooked the principles from which 
their ſucceſſors have never ſwerved. Oh why 
did catholic noblemen and gentlemen employ 
ſuch writers! why aid they ſuffer paſſion to 
extort their {ſignatures to ſuch cankered 
maxims ! The legiſlature was taught to conſi- 
der them as tke interpreters of the ſentiments: 
of the catholic body, and if they had not re- 
ceived better information from our biſhops, 
they might haye deſervedly regarded us as a 
band of monſters unfit to be protected hy civil 
laws. Theſe were not the maxims of the re- 
ſpectable men from whom they have inherited 
titles fortune and rank, they were not their 
oyn, till they were unfortunately inveigled hy 

tholg 
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thoſe worſt of republicans IN WOVATIXG 


PRIESTS. If theſe men would openly avow 
their doctrines ſucked in from the very mar- 


row of. the Gallic and Imperial innovators, 


Britiſh Catholics would recoil from them with 


horror; but they have learned from theſe 
able ſeQaries ſtill to adhere to the church in 


order to gnaw out its vitals with more ſucceſs. 
Already have the pamphlets againſt which our 
biſhops have cautioned us, poured forth tor- 
rents of their venom, and the ſlaver of it in- 
Fes the blue book in every page. The author 
diſſatisfied with the internal and external evi- 
dence of the biſhops? ſentence, undertakes to 
inſtruct them in caſuiſtry ! | | 

If he would have external evidence, let 
him count the names of catholic biſhops from 
Rome to France, to Flanders, to Ireland, 
through all its churches, to Scotland, to Eng- 
land, and he will find their verdi& unanimous 
that the Committee's oath was unlawful. Let 
him add the anſwers of univerſities and theo- 
logians, let him count the clergy throughout 
the realm, excepting the two Committee men 
and their few ſecret adviſers, not one in a hun- 
dred would have accepted their original oath. 
Let him add the deteſtation in which it was 
held by the great majority of the laity, and 


then 
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ill addrefled to prelates whoſe hearts are up- 
right, whoſe meaning is honeſt, and whoſe lan- 
guage is that of the goſpel, yea and nay. In 
their tranſactions with government and with 
their flocks they never imagined any ſubtle 
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then let him deſcant upon external evidence; 
jet him boaſt of the Committee's zeal to gra- 
tify their / brethren, let him talk of a weight of 
authority militating againſt che biſhops. If he 
wiſhes for internal evidence, we remit him to 
the writings already publiſhed, we invite him 
to anſwer the demonſtrative reaſons which 
they. hold forth, and we warn him that this 
muſt be done before any new blue books can 
acquire credit, or Catholics will acquieſce in 
the . exquiſite caſuiſtry which he proceeds to 
propound to the biſhops. 

It is a maſter-piece of diſſimulation, du 
plicity and falſehood ſubtilized into a princi- 
ple. He informs the biſhops that all their 
errors proceed from their not underſtanding 
the difference between the language of ſchools 
and the language of buſine/ſs*. The leſſon is 


diſtinction between the language of buſineſs 


and the languge of ſchools. The ſchools in 
which they have ſtudied and taught, uniformly 
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hold, 
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hold, that the obvious and plain ſenſe of words 
is that conventional meaning which men have 
agreed to affix to them, and that, in oaths, to 
attach any other ſenſe to them, though it may 
be the language of buſineſs, is in fat perjury. 
This language of buſineſs is a curious improve. 
ment in caſuiftry; and though we have long 
feen it uſed by modern reformers in foreign 
parts, yet the blue book has the honour of hav- 
ing firſt dignified it with a name, and few other 
books can exhibit ſo many maſterly ſpecimens 
of its various applications. To interſere with 
eccleſiaſtical government, in the language of 
ſchools ſignifies what every reader compre- 
hends: in the language of buſineſs it means 0 
#nterfere only with temporal government. To 
deny the power of diſpen ſing with any oath at- 
ſoever, in the language of ſchools excludes from 
the diſpenſing power oaths of every deſcrip- 
tion: in the language of buſineſs it excludes 
oaths only of one fortF. To refpeftt honour and 
co-operate with biſhops in the language of ſchools 
imports ſome regard and ſubmiſſion 'to thetr 
lawful authority; in the language of buſineſs it 
ſignifies a denial of ſuch authority, a refuſal 
to obey it, a proteſt before God that the bi- 


* Firſt blue book, p. 5 + Ibid. P. 6. 
| ſhops 
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then let him deſcant upon external evidence; 
jet him boaſt of the Committee's zeal to gra- 
tify their-brethren, let him talk of a weight of 
authority militating againſt the biſhops. If he 
wiſhes for internal evidence, we remit him to 
the writings already publiſhed, we invite him 
to anſwer the demonſtrative reaſons which 
they. hold forth, and we warn him that this 
muſt be done before any new blue books can 
acquire credit, or Catholics will acquieſce in 
the - exquiſite caſuiſtry which he proceeds to 
propound to the biſhops. 

It is a maſter-piece of diſſimulation, du- 
plicity and falſehood ſubtilized into a princi- 
ple. He informs the biſhops that all their 
errors proceed from their not underſtanding 
the difference between the language of ſchools 
and the language of buſineſs*. The leſſon is 


ill addrefled to prelates whoſe hearts are up- 


right, whoſe meaning is honeſt, and whoſe lan- 
guage is that of the goſpel, yea and nay. In 
their tranſations with government and with 
their flocks they never imagined any ſubtle 
diſtindtion between the language of buſineſs 
and the languge of ſchools. The ſchools in 
which they have ſtudied and taught, uniformly 
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Hold, that the obvious and plain ſenſe of words 
is that conventional meaning which men have 


agreed to affix to them, and that, in oaths, to 


attach any other ſenſe to them, though it may 
be the language of buſineſs, is in fact perjury. 


This language of buſineſs is a curious improve. 


ment in caſuiſtry; and though we have long 
feen it uſed by modern reformers in foreign 
parts, yet the blue book has the honour of hav- 
ing firſt dignified it with a name, and few other 
books can exhibit ſo many maſterly ſpecimens 
of its various applications. To interſere with 
ecclefiaſttcal government, in the language of 
ſchools "ſignifies what every reader compre- 


Hends: in the language of buſineſs it means 


#nterfere only with temporal government. Tg 
deny the power of diſpen ſing with any oath what= 
foever, in the language of ſchools excludes from 
the diſpenſing power oaths of every deſcrip. 
tion: in the language of buſineſs it excludes 
oaths only of one ſortf. To reſpect honour and 
co-operate with biſhops in the language of ſchools 
imports ſome regard and ſubmiſſion 'to thetr 
lawful authority; in the language of bufineſs it 
ſignifies a denial of ſuch authority, a refuſal 
to obey it, a proteſt before God that the, bi- 
* Firſt blue bock, p. 3. 1 Ibid. p. 6. 
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ſhops who exert-it are enemies of the rights of 

man and of the Britiſh empire“. The propo- 
ſition We have framed the oath; in the ſchools 

would ſignify as much as We are the authors and 

znventors of the oath ; the oath is our work : in 
the language of buſineſs it means We are not 
the authors and inventors of the oath ; the oath 
was impoſed upon us, the oath was the work of go- 
vernmentt. To ſay We have not learned the ob- 
jections againſt the oath, in ſchools imports an 
ignorance of ſuch objections: in the language 
of buſineſs it is an avowal that you have ſtudied 
thoſe objeQions, and that you have fully d:/- 
cuſſed and anſwered them. Young ſtudents in 
blue books will have obſerved many other in- 
ſtances of this languge of buſineſs, and the pro- 
greſs of modern reformation in France de- 
monſtrates how quickly important affairs may 
be diſpatched with it. We do not wiſh to 
vindicate our biſhops from any well-grounded 
charge againſt them, and we are here reduced 
to an impartial avowal, that they are not a- 
depts in this language. We even attribute 
their extreme ignorance of it to their Gothic 
attachment to that old faſhioned divinity, 


® Second blue book, pages 15, 16. and 30. f Firſt 
blue book, p. 6, | 

X 4 Second blue book, p. 5. 
which 
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which yet calls for the reforming hand of the 
Committee to reduce it to the ſtandard of mo- 
dern principles, and we apprehend that it is 
the ground of that miſerable education, which, 
as Lord Petre has ſhrewdly remarked, lets down 
our clergy ſo much below the level of all o- 
thers*. His Lordſhip in the true ſtyle of bu- 
ſmeſs has been pleaſed to acknowledge our 
uprightneſs and honeſtly, and alſo to blame our 
bigotry, enthuſiaſm and ignorance for one and 
the ſame refuſal of that oath which was impoſed 
upon the gentlemen of the Committee: but the fact 
is, that when we refuſed it, we had not yet 
ſtudied the new caſuiſtry, no inſtruction in it had 
been yet vouchſafed, it had not yet been printed 
in capital letters, as it now is in the blue book; 
and we honeſtly thought the language of our 
ſchools and the language of truth to be pre- 
ciſely the ſame. We truſt that though we 
plead guilty to this charge, the public will not 
Judge our biſhops deſerving of all the male- 
ditions accumulated in the final proteſt, which 
indeed may ſtand as the moſt unexampled mo- 
del of the perfe& ſtile and language of buſineſs, 


that ancient or modern maſters ever pro- 
duced. 


See his Lordſhip's letter to Dr. Horſley, 
R Our 


te. ated. Seth. Sh M6. 1 — 
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Our author having eſtabliſhed his principle 


of double language, proceeds, for the inſtrue- 
tion of the biſhops, to exemplify its efficacy, 
and among the loci communes of rhetoric, he 
very properly ſelects for his theme, the de- 
moliſhing of a Pope. This was formerly a 
popular topic of oratory on the fifth of No- 
vember, but thanks to the enlightened wiſdom 
of government and the liberal ſentiments of. 


our countrymen, the Pope is not now conſi- 


deredas a monſter, nor will the author eaſily 
colleft a mob to dance round the mawkin. 
which he,exhibits in his blue book as an object 
of public deteſtation and inſult. The Pope 
is now known to be the moſt inoffenſive and 
moſt offended of the chriſtian powers, his ex- 
ertions are ſolely confined to prote& the pu- 
rity of faith by apoſtolical declarations, by 
exhortation, prayer and good example, and if 
he ever diretts his influence to other purpo- 
ſes, it is when princes claim it to ſupport the 
ſceptre falling from their hands. Joſeph II. 
in his evil day implored the interference of 
this very papal power which he had laboured 
for ten years to deſtroy, We repeat it, he 
who reviles the civil authority of the ſtate or 
the men to whom it is entruſted, is an enemy 
to religion; and he who inſults the acknow- 


ledged 
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ledged miniſters of religion is a foe to the ſtate. 
Vain is the pretext that ancient depoſitaries of 
ſpiritual or temporal authority once abuſed 
their truſt; it cannot extenuate the crime of 
thoſe who reſiſt authority, which they are now 
bound to revere. If the faithful page of hiſ- 
tory muſt record the comparatively few ble- 
miſhes which ſometimes disfigure the long liſt 
of virtues in the annals of our ſovereign pon- 
tiffs, ſhe ſtill wiſhes them, if poſſible, to be diſ- 
believed by poſterity. We atleaſt may ſuffer 
them to lie dead upon record, and if they 
cannot be utterly eclipſed in darkneſs, we re- 
Joice that they are equally concealed in the 
ſuperior blaze of virtues which we reſpett in 
our modern prelates“. If in the language of 
buſineſs inſults offered to Pius V. may be un- 
derſtood to recoil upon Pius VI. and his Vi- 
cars; we at leaſt have been taught in our 
ſchools, as well not to harbour a thought of 
diſreſpe to our prince, as to obey thoſe whom 


* Theſe ſentiments are better expreſſed in three beau - 
tiful verſes of an indifferent poet, who was a heathen» 
Excidat illa dies zvo, nec poſtera credant 
Sæcula; nos certe taceamus & obruta multi 
Nocte tegi noſtræ patiamur crimina gentis. | 
STATIUS, 


R 2 ve 


LE 184 J 
ve believe that the Holy Ghoſt has appointed 
to govern our church; “ and if we ſhould ob- 
ſerve in them the blemiſhes of human frailty, 
we ſhall wiſh rather to cover than to bare the 
nakedneſs of thoſe whom we call our fa. 
thers. 

Such is the language of Catbolics—all but 
the writers of blue books, who have here blot. 
ted four pages not with real but imaginary 
treſpaſſes of Pontiffs, Nuncios and Cardinals 
againſt the government of Great Britain, be- 
cauſe theſe lead more directly to deſtroy re- 
ſpeQ for the ſpiritual power of the preſent 
pontiff and his vicars, than all the crimes of 
Hormiſdas, Honorius and Liberius. We need 
not follow the author through every falſehood 
and miſrepreſentation ; it ſuffices that Catho- 
lics and Proteſtants equally know, that the 
ancient opinion which attributed to the Pope 
a degree of temporal power throughout the 
chriſtian world, was in paſt ages a doctrine ad- 
mitted alike by churchmen and ſtateſmen, it 
was in a manner the general juriſprudence of 
chriftendom, and the exerciſe of it was often 
implored by potentates, who again complained 


In cogitatione tua regi non detrahas. Eccl. x. 20. 
Poſuit epiſcopos regere eccleſiam Dei. Act. xx. 28. 
Chis præpoſitis veſtris & ſubjacete eis. Heb. xiii. 17. 


ſorely 
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forely of it, as often as it was direQed againſt 
them. The maxim had the ſanQtion of ages 
to uphold it, and though it be now univerſally 
rejected, becauſe what is not truth cannot be 
permanent, we ought not to impute violent 
blame to ancient potentates who ated by 
maxims which they found eſtabliſhed ; we may 


rather in our hiſtorical ſtudies wonder that 
they were ſo ſeldom ſo little abuſed. When 


ve conſider them with reference to our own 
ſelves, we rejoice to ſee that Britiſh Catholics 
were among the foremoſt to diſayow thoſe 
ancient principles, and the bull of Pius V. 
armed no Catholics againſt Eliſabeth, who 
with her hands ever full of political buſineſs, 
had always one at liberty to ſmite them. The 
diſcuſſion of the quarrel between that Queen 
and Pius V, belongs to the field of political 
hiſtory, and we cannot be reaſonably aſtoniſh. 
ed if in ſuch a diſpute each party made uſe of 


the keeneſt weapons which were within their 


reach. Itlittle concerns us to examine which 
was in the right, we only wiſh to deny the 
conſequence, that the greateſt poſſible guilt of 
Pius V. can ever prove the lawfulneſs or pro- 
priety of an oath, which Pius VI. and his 
vicars, the Britiſh Catholics and the Britiſh 


Parliament have concurred to reject. If ano- 
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ther conſequence be wanted inſtead of it, it 
is, that till their rejection of the oath be 
proved to be injudicious, the final proteſt is an 
act of ſchiſm and rebellion a gainſt eſtabliſhed 
authority. . 

Whatever were the public or private ſenti- 
ments of Paul V. on the queſtion of papal 
power in temporals, he never preſumed to 
preſcribe to. Engliſh Catholics any mode of 
thinking upon that matter; but he has eterni- 
zed his memory among us for having reſcued 
us in the beginning of the laſt century from 
the danger of lofing our faith and our morals 
by accepting a falſe and captious oath.' We 
owe him gratitude for his paternal caution; 
but oh how much ſweeter is the recollection, 
that we owe the ſame favour in 1794 to the 
truly tender care of our own legiſlature! Our 
gratitude will be increaſed by the contraft be- 
tween their generoſity and the partial views 
of the deſigning minifters of the firſt James, 
and our hearts-muſt ſwell with an exuberance 
of congratulation and love of our preſent go- 
vernment and legiſlature, when we refleck 
that they have not only ſecured to us the poſe 
ſeſſion of our religion and ancient loyalty, but 
that they have delivered us from the tyranny 


of a deſperate perſecutian, which under the 
maſk 
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maſk of toleration our own falſe brethren had 
projeQed againſt us. Salutem ex inimicis is our 
ſong, and the gladneſs of the canticle is only 
damped by the reflection, that theſe enemies 
who had beguiled our Committee and nearly 
enthralled us, are our own brethren of the 
houſehold. They were blinded in their folly, 
they fancied that the miniſters of George III. 
were ſuſceptible of the ancient jealouſies 
which miſguided thoſe of James I. they fond- 
ly imagined that the Parliament of 1791 would 
ſanftion a more deadly perſecution againſt 
their unoffending brethren than that which was 
invented by James' adminiſtration, and in the 
exceſs of their extravagance they had even 
the hardineſs to hope, that the preſent bench 
of biſhops would concur by their votes to 
drag catholic prelates, prieſts and laymen from 
the foot of their altars to the receptacles of 
murderers and robbers. This deteſtable pe- 
nal clauſe far exceeds the bitterneſs of laical 
malevolence, it could only be conceived or 
ripened in the breaſts of corrupted prieſts. 
Indeed we do not impute the invention of it 
to the lay gentlemen of the Committee; their 
guilt in admitting and defending it is ſuffici- 
ently enormous, but ftill it leaves room for 

compaſſion. We can pity ſinners, but we 
| | have 
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have not language ſtrong enough for the de- 
mon who ſeduces them. O let them fink into 
darkneſs, let them hide their heads confounded 
and abaſhed ! O rather let them teſtify repen- 
| tance for their crime, they will {till find that 
their biſhops are fathers, and thoſe who re- 
ſpect them are their brothers. 

But not to digreſs, we need but obſerve 
that Paul V. with the bulk of Britiſh Catholics 
were well aware of the inſidious tendency of 
James' oath; and as this oath (ſaid to have 
been contrived by an apoſtate prieſt to en- 
tangle the conſciences of Catholics) preſcrib- 
ed falſehood, it became immediately unlawful, 
and ſeveral who were condemned upon Eli- 
ſabeth's ſtatutes to ſuffer for their prieſtly cha- 
racter, diſdained to fave their lives by pro- 
nouncing it. Our author abſurdly blames 
them * for underſtanding theſe things in the 
ſcholaſtic ſenſe, and he forgets that the language 
of buſineſs was not yet diſcovered; blue books 
were not yet written, and our anceſtors, like 
our modern biſhops, conceived the language 
of their ſchools and that of truth to be the 
ſame. It is diſagreeable to renew the remem- 
brance of ancient penal laws, but ſince the 
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mention of them warms our hearts towards 
that government which has repealed them, we 
will ſhortly obſerve, that the bare inſpection 
of the famous a of James muſt remove every 
idea of its being an att of humanity and tolera- 
tion. Both blue books indeed commend it as 
juſt wiſe and tolerant; but we aver that it was 
one of thoſe grievouſly oppreſſive acts which 
ſometimes flow from the ſuſpicions or jealou- 
fies of authority, and we refer the curious 
reader to the ſtatute-book where he may con- 
vince himſelf that the ſeverity of it is only 
exceeded by that diabolical clauſe which our 
miſguided Committee have endeavoured to 
enaQ againſt us. The very title of it betrays 
its ſpirit. It is an A for the better diſcovering 
and repreſſing of popiſh recuſants. Every ſec- 
tion breathes the ſpirit of intolerance. Even 
thoſe who ſhould take the oath were ſtill ſub- 
jected to every diſability, fine and penalty 
which had been enatted againſt popi/h recu- 
ſants, and only two penal laws of Eliſabeth 
were repealed, becauſe they were too mild. 
Our anceſtors knew that the oath was not 
propoſed with candour and fincerity, and it is 
a truth that till 1778 no terms were ever of- 
fered to us as a teſt of political orthodoxy 
which did not wander from the line of tempo- 
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ral allegiance, and involve principles hoſtile 
to our religion. If the negative of the three 
propoſitions reported in the blue book * was 
not univerſally ſigned by the Catholics in 
1648, neither was the ſignature required as a 
condition of legal indulgence, nor was it re- 
fuſed through any oppoſition to the doctrine. 
A renunciation of the Pope's temporal power 
bad been offered even in the days of Eliſabeth 
by the Biſhop of Chalcedon, Dr. Colleton and 
other chiefs of the clergy ; it had been preach- 
ed from the gallows by many who were exe- 
cuted for their prieſtly charatter, it was ac- 
knowledged by the bulk of Catholics, and in 
the mentioned year it was ſubſcribed by fifty 
of the moſt reſpectable of their number. The 
blue book does not inform us in what manner 
the Pope interfered, or what was the opinion 
of Holden who was conſulted. We believe 
that the Pope did not interfere at all, but that 
the renunciation of the three propoſitions was 
dropped by the Catholics as needleſs, when it 
was found that during the public confuſion of 
the nation towards the cloſe of the civil war, 
terms adequate to the juſtice of their preten- 
ſions and conſiſtent with their religion could 


Pages 20, and 21. 
not 
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not be obtained from the uſurpers of the pub- 
lic power. Every thing muſt be raked from 
paſt ages to throw odium upon the ſpiritual 
power againſt which the writer is preparing 
his proteſt, and for this reaſon the Iriſh remon- 
ſtrance is introduced. The illuſtrious pre- 
lates in that country who are now endeavour- 
ing to guard their flocks againſt the contagion 
of Engliſh blue books and Committee-prin- 
ciples, would give a ſatisfaQory account of 
this matter. It would be drawn from the 
wars, the perſecutions, the hatreds, the jea- 
louſies, the miſtruſts which deſolated Ireland 
in that calamitous period; and if theſe cauſes 
can account for the rejection of the remon- 
trance, it ſhould be added, that the Anti- 
remonſtrants preſented a teſt of allegiance 
_ equally explicit and complete, though unfor. 
tunately it was rejetted from political motives 
by the Duke of Ormond. 

This anſwers the main part of our writer's 
argument by which he would maintain that 
our ſpiritual guides have always ſyſtematical- 
ly endeavoured to ſeduce us from our duty of 
civil allegiance; and the collateral falſehoods 
which he has accumulated in this part fall un- 
der the ſame refutation. Since the days of 
Pius V, the Popes have certainly left us in 

S 2 quiet 


K 
quiet ſubmiſſion to our eſtabliſhed rulers, nor 
has our demeanour given them any juſt cauſe 
of ſuſpicion or complaint. The liſt of ſequeſ- 
trations in the grand rebellion will ſhew the 
zeal of our anceſtors to ſupport the throne of 
Charles I.; our conſcientious attachment to 
the preſent government is ſecured by princi- 
ple, by inclination, by oath, and again by the 
powerful tie of gratitude, and we therefore 
read with indignation, that the rejection of the 
Committee's ſpurious and garbled oath is a 
proſtitution of that honour which Catholics 
meant to pledge in the miſcreated proteſta- 
tion, which in an exceſs of unſuſpedting confi- 
dence they weakly conſented to ſubſcribe, 
They did not then know the men who had 
debauched their Committee whom they truſted, 
Let us never more hear ſuch reproaches, 
equally inſulting to our religion, our loyalty 
and our honour. Catholic religion and ca- 
tholic loyalty are in a manner identified in 
our hearts, nor can the ſmalleſt element of 
cither be ſubſtratted, but both will wither and 
fade. Loyalty does not require the renunci- 
ation of any thing that religion has conſecrat- 
ed, and on this account Catholics diſdained 
the horrid oath, becauſe it had been fraudu- 
Jently varied from that proteſtation which 
| their 


= . 

their honeſty had admitted, when they did not 

diſcern the ſnake which was lurking in the 
folds of the paper. 

From this foul inſult upon the Side of 
Catholics the author again paſſes to his favo- 
rite game, the worrying of Popes. Their in- 
fallibility is-now the obje& of his rancour, 
and this he ſtiles a moſt pernicious doctrine, 
becauſe, as he ſays, attempts have been made to 
extend ut to particular judgments concerning. fatts*, 
Here again the Janguage of buſineſs muſt be 
explained by the language of ſchools. If the 


author underſtands what our ſchoolmen mean 


by. dogmatical fails, the infallibility of the 
church pronouncing on the dogma, whether 
it reſide in the Pope or in the collection of 
biſhops, muſt undoubtedly he held to extend 
to ſuch fats, and this dodrine is perfectly con- 
ſiſtent with faith and therefore with catholic 
loyalty. The church, for inſtance, condemns 


five heretical propoſitions extradted from the 


Auguſtinus of Janſenius (a famous old blue 
book of the ſeyenteenth century) and in con- 
ſequence it forbids the book to be read. The 
abettors of this author not daring at that time 
openly: to reſiſt the ſentence of the church, 


pretend 
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pretend to ſuhmit to the condemnation of the 
five hereſies, but they maintain that their fa- 
vorite Auguſtinus does not contain them, and as 
this is a matter of fact, the infallibility of Pope 
or church cannot extend to it; they there- 
fore proteſt againſt the ſentence and recom- 
mend their Auguſtinus to their pupils. This 
is the ground of the famous diſtinction juris 
ſacti, and though probably our author well 
knows the truth, we will repeat, that the in- 
fallibility of the church extends to faQts thus 
intimately connected with the dogma, and all 
Catholics equally hold that the five condemned 
propoſitions are heretical, and that they are 
contained in the Auguſtinus. Dogmatical fats 
of this nature come within the verge of eccle- 
ſiaſtical infallibility, but they are perfectly fo- 
reign to civil allegiance and civil govern- 
ment; and if the author pretends that Ca- 
tholics extend it to facts of any other deſcrip- 
tion, he calumniates our religion, he eretts 
an imaginary monſter of his own creation, 
and vainly triumphs in defeating it. Let him 
produce a ſingle divine taught, read and re- 
commended by any Britiſh clergyman, in 
which ſuch dodtrine is maintained, and we 
will allow him to declaim againſt catholic 
dottrines as hoſtile to ſociety, Bellarmine 

o 18. 
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is not that divine, it is not Petau, it is not 
Alexander Natalis, it is not Tournelly, it is 
not Cano; nay Cano who blames flattery be- 
ſtowed upon pontiffs as he would blame flat- 
tery beſtowed upon other men, is a warm ad- 
vocate for the tenet of papal infallibility, 
which our author firſt miſrepreſents and then 
abuſes. But Bellarmine is the dangerous 
man. To convince us of the deleterious ten- 
dency of papal infallibility*, he imagines in the 
wildneſs of his fancy that Bellarmine is actu- 
ally made Pope, and in virtue of his infallibi- 
lity has pronounced his power of depoſing 
kings to be an article of catholic fatth.—The 
miſchief is done f, the glory of Britain is ſhorn 
of its rays—liberty is no more—Peter-pence 
with all its arrears is 2nfall:bly levied—red. 
capped cardinals and purple-booted prelates 
rule the provinces of Britain. Oh let us pro- 
teſt againſt this wicked Pope Bellarmine, 
this deleterious infallibility, theſe vicars apoſto- 
lical of Pius VI. who has not yet renounced 
his claim to this right of turning deleterious doc- 
trines into articles of catholic faith. We at 
leaſt of the Committe * do not believe it 


© even as an opinion, and why ſhould we be 


Page 25. + Ibid, 
« reſtrained 
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* reſtrained from declaring that we do not 
* acknowledge it? Monfeur Choiſeul made 
* an immortal Raport * before the clergy of 
France in 1682, and ſurely the following 
*« paſſage will arreſt your attention f.“ 

Peace learned ſeer, arreſt your zeal, ſpare 
us the Raport of Monſieur Choiſeul, it is not 
wanted for your argument. The doarine of 
papal infallibility is by this time tolerably 
well underſtood by our rulers, who in ſpite of 
your blue books have not judged the renun- 
ciation of it any way neceſſary to ſecure our 
allegiance. We do not object to your or 
Monſieur Choiſeul's renunciation of it, we 
only complain that your Committee ſhould 
preſume to obtrude a denial of it upon oath 
to us, who underſtand the matter a little better 
than they or you do. We do not mean to 
cramp their conſciences, we only complain 
that they have attempted to ſhackle ours. We 
have as little apprehenſion of our Pope turn- 
ing abſurdities into articles of faith, as we 
have of his approving the proſane doftrines 
which you have broached or the abſurd argu- 
ments by which you defend them. Thoſe who 
believe him infallible will tell you that even 


* What is an immortal Raperr? + Page 24. 
your 
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your pope Bellarmine could not define the 
nonſenſe which you ſuppoſe; on this very ac- 
count, becauſe he would be infallible. Others 
who may think differently, will ſtill believe 
that a ſuperintending providence of almighty 
God watches over the ſacred depoſite of ca- 
tholic faith, and that the ſpirit of God ſo di- 
reas the deciſions of his biſhops in the path of 
truth, that they ſhall ever poiſe the doftrines 
of religion in the balance of the ſanQtuary, and 
never obtrude upon the church the follies of 
blue books for the revelation of the Lord. 
Never will the Church pronounce the depo- 
ſing doctrine to belong to faith, but alſo never 
will ſhe pronounce that ſuch doftrine is here- 
tical; ſhe will ſuffer Malagolas and Sorboniſts, 
Bellarmines and French Parliaments to deli. 
ver their reſpeQtive opinions on the truth or 
falſchood of that doctrine, but never will ſhe 
ſanCtion a blue book teſt, which, preſuming to 
add to the word of God, invites her children 
to ſwear to an untruth®, 


Here 


* In want of better arguments it is ſaid p. 27. that the 
late venerable Biſhop Challoner judged the depoſing 
doctrine to be heretical, becauſe he once wrote, 
«« Curſed is he who believes that there is authority in the 

T church, 
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Here our author announces to the biſhops, 
that the CoumitTTEZ's PRINCIPLES ARE 
-$TATEd; and as he now approaches to the 
unfolding of the drama, his ſtile ſwells into 
ſolemnity to create an awe of the expected 
cataſtrophe. Let us firſt look back upon 
theſe principles and theſe charges, let us conſi- 
der for a moment how far they can juſtifythe tre- 
mendous proteſt which is preſently to heap ruin 
and combuſtion on the devoted prelates* heads, 
The firſt principle is, that the Committee 
are good Catholics and good ſubjects“, and as 
ſuch they deny the epiſcopal principle“ that 
* the higheſt eccleſiaſtical authority in the 
« country can juſtly claim any ſubmiſſion in 
% doctrinal matters; T and this is efiforced 


% church, pope, councils or prieſts, which can give leave 
* to commit fin, depeſe or murder ſovereigns.” By ſub- 
jecting the depoſing doctrine to the curſe, he meant to 
Expreſs his dereſtation of a tenet which we alſo deteſt, 
If he had written Curſed is he, who debauches his 
„ neighbour's wife or removes his landmark,” he would 
have copied holy writ, but would he have judged ſugh 
fGnners to be heretics? In his Memoirs of Miffionary Prigſs, 
he often commends thoſe who being condemned for their 
prieftly character, refuſed to ſwear that the depoſing doc- 
trine was heretical, though pardon was —— if they 
would take King James' oath. 


page 14. + Page 16. 


and 
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and proved by the apoſtacy of three ancient 
popes, and by the approbation given to the 


condemned oath by two modern biſhops of the 
houſe of Talbot“. 

The ſecond principle is, that though the gen- 
tlemen of the Committee have no right whatever 
to judge or determine on dotrinal matters}, and 
though it be impoſſible to adduce one ſingle in- 
ſtance in proof that they have ever claimed itt ; 
yet becauſe in judging of doftrines an eſſen- 

tial diſtinction muſt be made between the 

language of ſchools and the language of buſineſs, 
and the biſhops* ignorance of the latter and 
adherence to the former part of this diſttinc- 
tion is the cauſe of thoſe errors which pervade 
every thing that they have either written or ſpo- 
ken, on the ſubje& of the oath{; it is there- 
fore incumbent on the Committee to declare, ap- 
peal and proteſe || in the face of God and his 
church againſt theſe biſhops, as hardened 
enemies of God, of the church, of ſociety, of 
the Britiſh crown, and above all of the natu- 
ral, civil and religious RIGHTS OF MAN T. 
The third principle is, that the Pope is an 
eternal and unrelenting enemy to Great Bri= 


+ Pages 15, 16, 17, 18. + p. 8. Þ p. 9. 6p. 19. 
Up. 13. 1 p. 30. 
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- tain and to Britiſh Catholics; that he hag 
involved us in confiſcations, national odium, per- 
fecution and death : * that the doctrine of his 
infallibility is deleterious, and therefore ought 
to be forfworn, even by thoſe who conſcienti- 
ouſly believe this doctrine to be perfectly true 
and innocent. KL 
| Follows the fourth great principle, that the 
oath that work of government, | framed by the 
Committee, & impoſed by government upon the Com- 
mittee, || preſented to Parliament by the Com- 
mittee, though it was extremely altered * from 
the proteſtation, is exactly the ſame inſtrument 
with the proteſtation, from which no deviation can 
be pointed out, FF and that therefore this oath can- 


not be refuſed by Catholics without duplicity 
and equivocation and without proſtituting their 
honour ; T and that their ſubmiſſion to and 


reſpet for the miniſters of religion would involve 


the ruin of religion itſelf. & 

And hecauſe the Vicars Apoſtolical are 
not convinced of the ſoundneſs and truth of 
theſe principles, but on the contrary ſtill per- 
fiſt in their old ſcholaſtic maxims, —that bi- 
ſhops are the judges of doftrine—that reſpe& 


for the miniſters of religion tends to the pre- 


F. 21. + P. 25. f P. 5. 9 Firſt Blue Book, || P. 5, 
P. 4. Tt P. 10. f Pages 23, 24. {{ P. 24. 
ſervation 
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ſervation of religion jitſel that the higheſt 
eccleſiaſtical authority in a country deſerves 
ſome reſpe& and ſubmiſſion that Catholic 
religion and loyalty are compatible — that the 
language of buſineſs is improper for paſtors of 
the church—that the Pope is not a foe either 
to church or ſtate or to Britiſh Catholics—that 
he may iſſue irreformable deciſions on doc- 
trine without injuring any man—that an oath 
altered from a proteſtation is not the ſame 
thing with that proteſtation.— Good God! as 
well might ſymmetry and chaos, light and 
darkneſs, heaven and hell agree, as elements 
ſo perfectly diſcordant ever coaleſce together 
into one maſs; and we muſt not be aſtoniſhed 
that men intoxicated with the fumes of the 
former ſet of principles ſhould draw forth a 
proteſtation againſt men who adopt the latter, 
which indifferent ſpectators can only excuſe 
from the exceſs of the fever which inſpir- 
ed it. 

We are convinced, ſay theſe furious pro- 
teſters, that we have not been miſled By OUR 
CLERGY. Oh, here then in their ebriety they 
have let out the ſecret, they have given us a 
dead proof of what we have ſo often and fo 
confidently aſſerted: there is then à clergy be- 
longing to the Committee diftipQ from the clergy 

which 
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vhich belongs to ihe biſhops and to the * 
lic flock; à clergy which in the eſtimation of 
all Catholics has wofully miſſed the Committee, 
becauſe Catholics with the martyr St. Igna- 
tius, muſt always conſider the refiſtence of 
clergymen to their orthodox biſhops, as a 
mark that they do not belong to God and to 
Jeſus Chriſt. Ouotguot Dei et Jeſu Chriſti ſunt 
hi cum epiſcopo funt. They are convinced, by the 
aſſurances of this their clergy, that they violate 
no article of catholic faith or communion, an 
acknowledged maxim of which is, that reſi- 
ſtance to doctrinal deciſions is ſchiſm; they 
ſolemnly proteſt before God, that is, they pro- 
nounce a folemn oath, to the truth of which 
they invoke the tremendous name of the 
Almighty, that every clauſe, article and deter. 
mination uttered by thoſe biſhops whom they 
reſbet, are ſo many crimes againſt prudence 
and juſtice, that theſe biſhops are enemies to 
all the rights of men conſidered in their natu- 
ral, civil, and religious capacities, enemies to 
fociety, to their country, to the Britiſh crown 
—enemies of the faith and morals of thoſe 
whom providence has allotted to be their flock. 
And becauſe the arm of the Almighty did not 
redden with wrath and blaſt them at the firſt 


profane invocation of his ſacred name upon 
the ſo 


ws J 
theſe horrid perjuries, they preſume upon 
his forbearance, they leap over the bounds of 
time and Uaringly ſtride into futurity, there to 
provoke their enemies by a fimilar abuſe of 


the awful name of their Creator, and a ſimilar 
proteſt agaitiſt any poſſible action or proceed 
ing, which they may hereafter inſtitute in the 
proſecution of their ſpiritual cauſe. They 
ſuppoſe their biſhops depraved beyond the 
poſſibility of amendment, and becauſe they 
have learned by experience that God does not 
execute inſtantaneous vengeance upon finners, 
but leaves the temporary chaſtiſement of their 
crimes to the depoſitaries of his authority, 
they fiercely denounce theſe unreclaimable eri- 
minals to all the catholic churches in the uni- 
verſe, eſpecially to the firſt of catholic churches 
the apoſtolical ſee rightly informed. Let us 
abridge this page of iniquity, it renews the 
horror which thrilled through every nerve of 
our frame at the firſt peruſal of it. In com- 
mon with every catholic we then fighed, and 
fluſhed and throbbed to read the liſt. of re- 
ſpekted names which are proſtituted in the 
fignatures of it, and when we came to the 

name of Lawſon, our tears trickled upon it. 


* See the proteſt, page 30. 
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Oh, why did they not waſh it- ont for ever! 
May the virtuous owner of it reſerve this ho. 
nour to himſelf, may he concur with his Ca- 
tholic brethren to execrate this monſtrous mo- 
nument of ſacerdotal depravity, may he come 
with us to bury it in kaceldama, and when we 
depart we will all inſcribe maranatha on the 
tomb. 

The feelings which we experienced were 
ſhared by almoſt all the Catholics within the 
circle of our acquaintance, who have laboured 
through the reading of this execrable pro- 
teſtation. Many have owned to us that the 
book ſlipped from their graſp and riſing hor. 
ror diſappointed curioſity. We cannot detail 
the various remarks which were made when 
conſternation left room for reflection, but we 
obſerved with a thouſand others, how iniquity 
ever lies to itſelf, For if the cauſe in which 
this appeal is made be really ſpiritual, then 
undoubtedly the appellants are guilty of a 
grievous diſorder in refuſing the ſentence of 
the proper judges, and they ſtand for ever 
convicted of having interfered in ſpiritual con- 
cerns, in ſpite of the matchleſs confidence 
with which they deny it. But the drift of all 
their apologies is to perſuade us that the cauſe 
is merely civil, and that the biſhops have 

tranſgreſſed 
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tranſgreſſed their duty by interfering in the 
buſineſs of an oath, in which faith is not brought 
forward, in which the rights of conſcience are not 
even conſidered, an oath, which is only a decla- 
ration of the innocence of our principles ix so- 
CIAL AND CIVIL CONCERNS. * If this be a 
true ſtatement of the caſe, then on their own 
principles they have violated the laws of their 
country, they have ſcandaliſed the catholic 
church by appealing to the Pope in a civil 
concern, they have attributed to him that very 
temporal power which they falſely accuſe him 
of uſurping, they lay open to a juſt proſe- 
cution and they deſerve the vengeance of 
the laws. They pretend to ſeek juſtice by 
an appeal from their biſhops' ſentence, and 
from every thing contained in it, that is, from 
the approbation given to it by ſurrounding 
churches and by the ſupreme paſtor, all which 
is ſpecified in the ſentence, and they have the 
effrontery to inſtitute their appeal to theſe 
very churches and to this very ſupreme pa- 
ſtor, becauſe they are determined not to abide 
by their deciſion. They are not ignorant that 
an appeal from a dottrinal deciſion of the 
head of the church admitted by his brethren 
in epiſcopacy, is an act of ſchiſm long ſince 


* Firſt Blue Book, page 12. 
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condemned in the wretched ſeQaries whoſe 
example they have ſubmitted to imitate. In 
fact, their appeal was uſed in the very ſame _ 
words which they employ, ninety years ago by 
the ſchiſmatical founders of the now dwindled 
church of Utrecht, and we are amazed that 
men capable of the bold flights of paſſion 
which we have witneſſed, ſhould in the con- 
cluſion of their career condeſcend to purloin 
a fraudulent trick from obſcure and almoſt 
forgotten heretics. In fact, neitherthe apoſtate 
biſhop at Utrecht nor the inventors of this 
odious proteſt, ever intended to ſolicit juſtice 
by their appeal or to ſubmit to its determina- 
tion; they therefore appeal to an imaginary 
tribunal which no where exiſts, which cannot 
exiſt, they appeal from the known and autho- 
riſed tribunal of the holy ſee, they appeal 
to the holy ſee rightly informed, that is, they 
will not ſubmit to the tribunal of the holy ſee, 
unleſs this tribunal alter its determinations 
and deciſions by pronouncing the anciently 
condemned errors of their oath to be truths. 
But this 1s impoſſible; and as theſe errors are 
once declared to be condemned by the inva- 
riable rule of truth, they will be for ever 
errors, and the multitude of perſons who may 


adhere to them, will never change fal ſehood 
into truth. The 
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The moſt inattentive reader muſt have 
obſerved the ſhocking conſequences which 
- would enſue both in church and Rate, if God 
in his anger ſhould permit Britiſh Catholics to 
be debauched by theſe men into an imitation 
of their example. An end of all that dutiful 
ſubordination to the definitive mandates of 
civil power—the ſword alone would controul 
civil ſociety. An end of all that evangelical 
obedience for conſcience ſake which we are ever 
inſtilling into our people, and which once 
eſtabliſhed would leave the ſword of juſtice to 
ruſt in its ſcabbard. An end of that ſweet 
reſpe& and ſubmiſſion to parental authority, 
which checks the ſtruggles of youthful paſſions 
and turns them mto efforts of virtue. Every 
parent who knows that authority precedes 
reaſon, * and ſhould inhibit dangerous cor- 


* It is a deep remark of that great philoſopher and di- 
vine St. Auſtin, that in the acquiring of natural knowledge, 
authority precedes reaſon. Nature quidem ordo ita je 
habet, ut cum aliquid diſcimus, ratiozem præcedat auttoritas, 
St. Aug. L. 2. de ord, c. 9. It is perfectly true in regard 
of all human ſciences and focial duties, We firſt believe 
what we are told and what we are bidden to do, before 
reaſon informs us why, Not ſo in religion, Here reaſon 
takes the lead; ſhe tells us where we mult ſearch for it, 
where we may find it, and there ſhe ſtops, Authority, 
neceſſary in all ſciences, compleats the work, becauſe the 
divine ſcience of religion being above reaſon, cannot be 
acquired but by authority. 


U 2 reſpondencies 
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reſpondencies or pernicious company to his 
daughter or his ſon, would be anſwered by a 
proteſt, that his forbiddance is imprudent, arbi- 
trary, and unjuſt : he would be told that the 
higheſt authority in the family deſerves no re- 
ſpe& or ſubmiſſion when it is not evidently 
grounded in reaſon; and becauſe the family 
within its little circle ſees nothing above the 
father, the contumacious child will write a 
blue book, and aſſerting the right of preſent 
diſobedience will appeal to his parent properly 
and rightly informed. An end of that humble 
acquieſcence in the ſacramental advice or 
injunQtions of the venerable miniſters of pe- 
Nance, which has hitherto conſtitued the inte- 
riour triumph of religion and the glory of 
chriſtian penitents. © Your Committee-clergy, 
* they will ſay, have taught us to undervalue 
* epiſcopal deciſions; what warrant have you 
* that your determination is more juſt ? We 
* will yield reaſonable ſubmiſſion, but your 
* exattions are imprudent and arbitrary; we 
e proteſt againſt them, we appeal from you to 
* your own ſelf r:ghtly informed, and this in- 
c formation will never be obtained, till you 
« have learned to fubſtitute the language of 
* þſineſs to the antiquated language and ſen- 
* tzments of your ſchools,” 


It 
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It might be thought impoſſible chat prieſts 
educated beneath the ſhade of the ſanctuary 
to the practice of interiour mortification and 
ſelf-denial, prieſts conſecrated to God by a 
ſolemn vow of obedience to their eccleſiaſtical 
ſuperior, ſhould not immediately diſcern the 
diſmal effects which mult unavoidably enſue 
from the admiſſion of the principles which the 
blue books have advanced. Nothing leſs than 
our experience of the corroding nature of 
ſchiſm could convince us that Catholic cler- 
gymen could be induced to deſtroy even their 
own ſpiritual authority and influence, to gra- 
tify a few falſe brethren who are determined 
to ſubvert that of their biſhops. The ſlighteſt 
reflection on the tendency of their doctrines, 
a ſhort recollection of the import of the ſacer- 
dotal vow, a remembrance of the principles of 
that caſuiſtry which they imbibed in their 
early ſtudies muſt convince every prieſt who 
knows Jeſus Chriſt and knows himſelf, that 
men who have ſigned ſuch odious dottrines 
and have not in humble penitence revoked 
their fignature, that ſuch men—far from be- 
ing fit miniſters of the word, and faithful dif. 
penſers of our holy myſteries to their brethren, 
cannot without a ſacrilege be theirſelves ad- 
mitted to a participation of them. And yet 

| becauſe 


L 5 J 

becauſe in theſe ealamitous times the pro- 
vidence of God means to purify his church by 
every ſpecics of trial, we have the forrow to 
behold even the ſons of the ſanctuary riſing 
againſt the high prieſt, we ſee them ſiding in- 
to parties in order to wreſt from their prelates 
that paſtoral ſtaff, the control of which is ſo 
loathed by their ſeducers. A thoufand times 
have theſe unrefleRing men expounded to the 
taity the enormity of the erime of reſiſting 
the government of biſhops“, and now they 
combine to control, to threaten, to intimidate 
the venerable ſenior of our prelates in the ex- 
ercife of that excluſively epiſcopal duty, the 
deputing of fubordinate miniſters to preach 
and to adminiſter chriſtian ſacraments, Vain- 
ly has he been impartuned by petitions, alarm. 
ed by threats—he cannot entruſt the diſpen- 
fation of the blood of the Lord to a man, who 
protefts againſt the exertion of that authority 
to which he has vowed. obedience and ſub- 
miſhon, Hard is the warfare which he muſt 


® See the Noway catechiſm in the a of holy 
order. Q. What ſin is it therefore to oppoſe the govern. 
went of. biſhops? A. A ſin of rebellion againſt the 
peace and ſafety of God's church, for Chriſt has ap- 
pointed biſhops to be the guardians and teachers of his 


law, 


endure, 
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endure, when aſſaulted even by thoſe, whom 
duty and intereſt equally incite to his ſupport. 
But alas! the ſame men who have already de- 
bauched a Committee of laymen, now glory 
in the ſucceſsful progreſs of their manceuvres, 
they have ſhifted the weapons from the 
feeble arms of laymen into the conſecrated 
hands of prieſts, while the former retire afar 
from war and plume themſelves upon the aſ- 
ſumed merit of meddling no more with ſpiri- 
tuals. Undoubtedly nothing can be more pe= 
culiarly ſpiritual than the cauſe of which 
theſe clergymen have caſed the Committee, 
and by. a juſt inference nothing could be 
more imprudent than to introduce the men- 
tion of it in a laical or mixed aſſembly, which 
was not competent either to judge of the con- 
duct of the prelate, or to appreciate the merit 
or demerit of his clerical ſubject. But nei- 
ther does this concern ſubordinate clergymen 
of a foreign diſtrict, and their pledged interpo- 
ſition can only increaſe the ſcandal, by propa- 
gating the evil ſpirit of reſiſtance to that au- 
thority, which it is their eſſential duty to ſup- 
port. In fact what are the grounds on which 
they pledge themſelves to make this cauſe 
their own? Nothing do they alledge more, 
than that the gentleman, whom they patroniſe, 

. : « has 


} 
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„ has been ſuſpended from his functions for - 


« the diſcharge of thoſe duties, to which a 
public vote had named him“. Mr. Fitz- 
herbert's motion varies a little from this; it 
aſſerts * that he has been ſuſpended for the 
* diſcharge of the truſt committed to ham, and 
ce that this is ſufficiently indicated by the 
« words of the cenſure.” We do not con- 
ceive that any public vote or any truſt com- 
mitted to a prieſt can poſſibly remove him out 
of the reach of epiſcopal cenſure, if either that 
truſt be injurious to ſpiritual authority, or the 
clergyman veſted with it uſe it as a pretext to 
palliate diſobedience to his biſhop. No truſt, 
no commiſſion whatever can exempt a prieſt 
from the duty of obedience to his prelate, no 
authority can ſuperſede that which the prelate 
holds over the prieſt. In the preaching of the 
word, in the adminiſtration of the ſacraments, 
and in the ſelection of miniſters for theſe great 
duties, the prelate is accountable only to God 
and to his lawful ſuperiors in the order of the 
hierarchy. Votes of laymen, commiſſions 
from laymen, obligations contratted with lay- 
men are here to be conſidered as if they did 
not exiſt, —But how can it be proved that the 


® See the Account of the general meeting. 
ſuſpenſiou 
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ſuſpenſion in queſtion was ordained for the 
diſcharge of ſuch truſts and duties, or that this 
is indicated by the words of the cenſure? The 
terms of the cenſure ſay nothing of all this; 
they alledge as a motive the act of having evi- 


dently refuſed ſubmiſſion to the ordinances of the 
apoſtolical vicars. We do not believe that the 


votes of any aſſembly of Catholics ever enjoin- 
ed ſuch a refuſal of ſubmiſhon, ſuch diſobe- 
dience to biſhops, as a duty or truſt to be diſ- 
charged by the clerical members, whom they 
elected; and if they ever did, it was a crime 
to accept ſuch a truſt, it was a ſtill greater 
crime to diſcharge it. It was an act of intem- 
perate indiſcretion to mention this cenſure in 
a public meeting, but ſince it is become a ſub- 
ject of public diſcuſſion, we muſt look for an 
act, by which the ſuſpended gentleman refuſed 
to ſubmit to the ordinances of the apoſtolical 
vicars, and if there be ſuch an att, no duty, 
no obligation contratted with the body of 
Catholics or with the Committee, can ever 
extenuate or excuſe it. The duty of clerical 
ſubmiſſion to biſhops in ſpiritual matters ſtands 
foremoſt beyond any other, and no ſecondary 
conſiderations, no engagements can ever jul. 
tify a violation of it. As early as Ottober 
19, 1789, the vicars apoſtolical had ſolemnly 

| X condemned 


| 
| 
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condemned the then propoſed oath, they had 
declared it unlawful to be taken, and they had 
required all clergymen to ſubmit to this deter- 
mination. They had equally required them 
to ſubmit to another determination, whereby 


they declared © that none of the clergy ought 


* to take any new oath, or ſign any new de- 
« claration in dottrinal matters, or ſubſcribe 


any new inſtrument wherein the intereſts of 


religion were concerned, without the pre- 
« vious approbation of their reſpettive bi- 
« ſhops.” Now it is notorious that the ſuſ- 
pended gentleman, far from ſubmitting to 
theſe determinations of the apoſtolical vicars, 


had on the contrary, in conjunction with the 


Committee, exerted his utmoſt endeavors to 
counteratt them: he had conſtantly main- 
tained the lawfulneſs of the condemned oath, 
he had even publiſhed a book to juſtify it and 
to recommend it to the Catholics, in ſpite of 
the determination of the biſhops, who had de- 


clared it unlawful. On the 25th November 


1789, without the previous approbation of his re- 


ſ[peftive biſhop, he ſubſcribed. and publiſhed an 


inſtrument declaring, that the condemned oath 


- Was-unambiguous and unobjefionable, that faith 


was not brought forward, nor the rights of con- 
ſcrence 
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ſcience conſidered in it*, notwithſtanding that 
the four apoſtolical vicars had informed him, 
that their contrary determinations were by 
them judged neceſſary for the promoting of his 
ſpiritual welfareF. Early in the month of Fe- 
bruary 1791, when his own biſhop together 
with two other apoſtolical vicars had publicly 
inſtrufted him, that the oath then propoſed by 
the Committee could not be lawfully and con- 
ſcientiouſiy taken by any of the faithful, and that 
the right or authority to determine on the lawſul- 
neſs of oaths reſides in the biſhops}, he delivered 
in a formal appeal and proteſt, ſince printed in 
the ſecond blue book, againſt theſe and other 
determinations of his lawful ſpiritual ſuperior, 
We cannot well conceive a more formal refu- 
ſal to ſubmit tothe ordinances of the apoſtoli- 
cal vicars, than the whole tenor of this conduct 
continued from the 19th of October 1789, to 
the 19th of February 1791, and the pretext of a 
public character or of a commiſſion from the 
catholic body, which alone is alledged to ex- 
cuſe it, muſt appear extremely frivolous and 
trifling, till two previaus points be clearly de- 


* Firſt-blue book, pages 8, 12. 

+ See Encyclical letter of October 21, 1789, 

+ Encyclical letter of January 19, 1791. 

X 2 monſtrated ; 
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monſtrated: firſt, that the catholic body ever 
committed fuck a truſt, ever enjoined ſuch a 
refuſal of ſubmiſſion as a duty, to the clerical 
members of the Committee; ; ſecondly, that 
the catholic body had a right to do ſo, or that 
any truſt conveyed by them can authoriſe a 
. prieſt to diſobey his biſhop in a ſpiritual con- 
cern. 

On the 8th of F ebruary 1791 a requiſi- 
tion or inquiry was made by one apoſtolical 
vicar (and it was underſtood to be made in 
the name of three) v:z. © whether the Com- 
© mittee intended to ſubmit not to proceed 
further in the buſineſs of the bill, without 
* the approbation of the biſhops.*”” The at 
of formal diſobedience to this requiſition is 
admitted by the gentleman in queſtion, and it 
is again excuſed on the ſame plea, that ſub- 
miſhon to it was inconſiſtent with his truſt. 
But the ſame anſwer again recurs, and we once 
more demand, what commiſſion the Committee 
ever received from the body of Catholics to 
frame an oath without the approbation of their 
biſhops, to defend and maintain the lawfulneſs 
of an oath condemned by their biſhops, and 
finally whether the body of Catholics had any 
right to give ſuch a commiſſion, and if it could 
exempt a clergyman from that ſubmiſſion, in a 
SOT” matter 
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matter of ſpiritual doQrine, which his ſacer- 
dotal character and vow oblige him to yield 
to his prelate, 

Some enemies of the biſhops have affefted 
to conſtrue the queſtion or requiſition which 
we have reported, as an uſurpation of civil au- 
thority, as an aſſumption of a right to preſcribe, 
whether Catholics ſhould or ſhould not apply 
to Parliament for relief from penal laws. Im- 
partiality muſt own that this is an unfair re- 
preſentation. It is evident, that excepting 
the ſingle aft of diſapproving the proviſoes in 
the bill, all the negociations, repreſentations, 
encyclical letters and requiſitions pf the bi- 
ſhops related merely to the doQtrinal matter of 
the oath, and the Committee itſelf had no 
idea that they had any other tendency. In 
the conference which preceded the biſhops? 
requiſition, the converſation had turned en- 
tirely upon the oath. Sir Henry Englefield 
and R. Mr. Barnard were then actually dif. 
cuſſing the merits of the oath*, and the Com- 
mittee's anſwer to the requiſition demonſtrates 
that the oath alone was held in view. They 
refuſe to comply with it, becauſe no proof of 
the propoſed oath's containing any thing contrary 


Page 28. 
fo 
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to faith of morals has been produced x. The re- 
guiſition plainly imported that the Committee 
ſhould not forward a condemned and unlaw- 
ful oath into Parliament, In this ſame con- 
ference the'biſhop had aſked if the Committee 
would receive ſuch amendments in the oath 
as he and his colleagues ſhould propoſe. An 
evaſive anſwer was given, and the bithop re- 
queſted that his propoſal might be inſerted in 
the minutes, When the biſhops ſent a print- 
ed form of oath to the Committee, defiring to 

know if they would object to it, in caſe it 
could be gbtained, their anſwer was again eva- 
five, “they belieyed that government would 
* not receive it.” Whey urged again to ſay, 
whether they objeded to it, an indeterminate 
anſwer was ſtill returned. Their obje& was, 
not to co-operate with the biſhops, but to com- 
pel the biſhops into their own meaſures. 

The printed letter ſubſcribed by the ſuſ- 
pended gentleman exhibits that ſtrange mix- 
ture of ſubordination and reſiſtance to his 
ſpiritual ſuperior, of which frequent inſtances 
occur in eccleſiaſtical annals: it aims at pre- 
ſerving the merit of obedience, and it ſtrongly 
iuſinuates that it is not due. When ſound 


* Page .29, 
principles 
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prineiples are once relinquiſhed, contradic- 
tions naturally enſue. The writer declares his 
refolution to take no oath, which ſhall be diſ- 
approved by his biſhop, and yet in ſpite of his 
biſhop's ſentence and requiſition, he promotes, 
patroniſes, defends and forwards an oath which 
his biſhop has condemned“. Why does he 
ſubmit to his biſhop in not taking the forbid. 
den oath, and oppoſe him in his requiſition of 
not forwarding it into Parliament? In Blue- 
Book principles, which this gentleman has 
ſubſcribed, the higheſt eccleſiaſtical authority 
is not to be ſubmitted to, unleſs its injunQtions 
be clearly reaſonable. Why then ſhould he 
ſubmit to the biſhop's forbiddance of taking 
the oath, ſince the whole Blue-Book tends to 
prove that this forbiddance was unreaſonable, 
arbitrary, unjuſt and detrimental to catholic 
religion? Or if it be reaſonable to ſubmit 
to this forbiddance, then allo it muſt be rea- 
ſonable to ſubmit to the ſame authority, when 
it requires him not to proceed farther in the 
buſineſs of the oath, and not to forward it into 
Parliament. Why does he ſubmit in one caſe, 
and refuſe ſubmiſſion in the other? Plainly 
to ſupport a ſemblance of reſpett for the au- 
thority which he labours to deſtroy. The 
whole letter is full of the uſual cant of inno- 


* Sec the printed account of the meeting on the gth of June. 
vators, 
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vators, and plainly ſhews a determination in 
the writer to adhere to what he is forbidden 
to dos | | | 
Such is the inconſiſtent condu@ which a 
few of our clerical brethren have pledged 
themſelves to defend as their own cauſe, in 
oppolition to epiſcopal authority. We hope 
that diſpaſſionate reflection will convince them, 
that the cauſe of epiſcopal authority is really 
their own, and that every ſhaft which they 
may level againſt it will undoubtedly recoil 
upon themſelves. Difficult is the taſk to ex- 
culpate a refractory prieſt, and in the preſent 
caſe it is peculiarly arduous. In the progreſs 
of their attack upon the biſhop, they will ne- 
ver arrive at a poſt on which they may make a 
ſtand, till they have firſt diſlodged our prelates 
from that ground on which they have defeat- 
ed the condemned oath, and maintained the 
purity of our faith. They muſt of all ne- 
ceſſity firſt demonſtrate that the biſhops evi- 
dently erred in their condemnation of the 
oath, in their oppoſition to the progreſs of the 
oath through the Committee into Parliament ; 
they muſt ſhew that the oath was merely a ci- 
vil affair, unconneQted with faith, irrelevant 
to conſcience; they muſt prove that all the 
bad principles, contraditions and extrava- 
gancies 
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gancies of the Blue Book are catholic truths, 
before they can exhibit a juſt complaint a- 
gainſt our ſenior biſhop; and till all this be 
performed, to arraign him will be an intru- 
ſion upon epiſcopal juriſdiction, it will be an 
unwarrantable attempt to judge him, who is 
appointed by ſupreme authority to judge o- 
thers. : 
O may our virtuous and zealous brethren 
ſeriouſly ponder the danger of this attempt ; 
may they quickly diſcern the falſehood of the 
men who have engaged them in it! May they 
reflect that their writings and ſpecious diſ- 
courſes are the vehicles of thoſe miſchievous 
principles which have haſtened the downfall 
of catholicity in France, and have already de- 
teriorated its beauty even among us! If they 
wiſh our ſpark in Iſrael not to be extinguiſh- 
ed, let them never depart from ancient max- 
ims on church-government and clerical ſub- 
ordination; thoſe maxims, which they once 
imbibed in that venerable ſeminary, which in 
the courſe of 230 years has alone educated 
more martyrs and more conſeſſors of catholic 
truths, than any other eccleſiaſtical eſtabliſn- 
ment that the church can now. boaſt. They 
are truly the ſons of the ſaints, and it would 
be the ſoreſt affliction to their common mo- 
Y ther, 
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ther, to ſee any of her children relinquiſh the 
old family features. Their orthodoxy is our 
laſt and only reſource, and they muſt be ſenſi- 
ble that the progreſs of error will be irreſiſti- 
ble, if that ſpiritual authority be deſtroyed, 
which Chriſt has eſtabliſhed to perpetuate the 
reign of truth. Their real enemies are but 
few, but they are keen and active; their ſuc- 
ceſſes are already enormous, and without the 
Vigilance, the patience, the zeal, the charity 
of our biſhops, ſeconded by the wiſdom, the 
prudence, the magnanimity, the generoſity of 
the legiſlature, we ſhould this day ſcarce have 
had a church. A multitude of our brethren 
would have forſworn their faith in the execra- 
ble oath, which was prepared for the ſanction 
of Parliament; the reſt would have crouded 
the goals throughout the land, the vile race 
of informers would have filled our chapels, 
and in the blaze of political light Britain 
would have bluſhed to find herſelf a perſecut- 
ing country. The patient ſteadineſs of our 
prelates is, under God, the occaſion of our 
preſent happineſs, they have ſaved our reli- 
gion by the exertion of thoſe virtues by which 
they had always adorned it, they envy not the 
falſe decorations of thoſe who have ſought to 


rob them of the praiſe ; our ſteadinels in faith, 
in 


— 163 J 

in virtue, in loyalty is the great object of their 
hearts, this is their glory and their crown; 
temporal emoluments are not their portion, 
painful pre-eminence is their only diſtinction. 
They cali! upon their clergy to aſſiſt them, 
they warn them to beware of novel doftrines, 
they have almoſt pointed out the few indi- 
viduals who ſpread them, and if they do not 
give them the importance of publicity, they 
know that they are eaſily diſtinguiſhable by 
that preſumption and obſtinacy, on which er- 
ror reſts, when it 1s overpowered by reaſon. 
Preſumptione et obſtinatione quddam nititur, cum 
ratione ſuperatur. S. Cypr. ep. ad Jub. 
The inconſiſtencies, contradictions and 
falſehoods accumulated in the printed addreſ- 
ſes and apologies for the conduct of the Com- 
mittee, have been directly imputed to the gen- 
tlemen who have ſubſcribed them: * but we 
wiſh to convince the catholic public, that the 
bad principles from which they all flow, are 
to be traced to a higher ſource, and that our 
Lay Committee were firſt betrayed, before 

they agreed to propagate the errors which our 
” biſhops have ſo ſucceſsfully combated. They 

have endeavoured to cover their defeat by 
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aſſuming the pageantry of triumph, and even 


a ſmall portion of our clergy has ſubmitted to 
aſcribe to them the merit of that happy event, 
which all their meaſures were directed to 
counteract. If charity had prompted them 
to beſtow compliments as a compenſation for 


reputation loſt, we ſhould be ſorry to diſap- 
point her motive. But we are now more con- 


cerned than ſurpriſed at this proſtitution of 
unmerited praiſe, becauſe we know hoy eaſily. 


the judgment of well-meaning men is warped 
by the ſecret paſſions of the heart, by the pre- 


valence of party, by the ſpecious arguments, 
and even by the good qualities of their decei- 


vers; and this muſt be their name, as long as 
their condutt militates againſt thoſe eternal 
principles of the ſpiritual hierarchy, which 
we have laid down, and which no man can 


contradi& and remain a catholic. The goſ- 
pel is the book of Chriſtians, efpecially of 
chriſtian prieſts, and the goſpel analyſed is 
humility and obedience. If the ſtudy of re- 
ligion be the duty of all Chriſtians, how much 


more is it the obligation of prieſts, whom God 


has eſtabliſhed between himſelf and his peo- 
ple, with a ſtrict charge to conduct their bre- 
thren to their common father? The narrow 
path c of the goſpel i is the way which they muſt 


point 
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point out, and every ſtep of this way is marked 
with humility and obedience, To lead others 
through this road, what knowledge, what ex- 
perience is neceſſary! and when was experi- 
ence ever acquired without practice? The 
eſſential duty of recollection, and ſelf. exami- 
nation, eſpecially if practiſed at the foot of the 
erucifix, would quickly diſſipate the clouds of 
prejudice and paſſion, it would diſſolve the 
vain ties of mutual engagements, often con- 
tracted in the diſſipation of convivial hours, it 
would demonſtrate, that without humility there 
is no religion, and that diſreſpe& and reſiſt. 
ance to epiſcopal authority is always the work 
of pride. It is thus charaQterized in holy 
writ, and if the temporal puniſhment of the 
crime denounced in the old law be no longer 
inflicted, it muſt at leaſt be conſidered as a 
figure of the ſpiritual chaſtiſement which awaits - 
it in the law of grace. Venzeſque ad ſacerdotes 
—quz indicabunt tibi judicii veritatem—ſequeriſ= 
que ſententiam eorum, nec declinabis ad dexteram 
neque ad ſiniſtram. Qui AUTEM SUPERBIE- 
RIT, NOLENS OBEDIRE SACERDOTIS 1MPE= 
RIO—MORIETUR HOMO [LLE, Deut. c. xvii. 
v. 9. 11. 12. 
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